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CHENEY DIVISION, WICHITA PROJECT, KANSAS 


FRIDAY, JUNE 3, 1960 


Hovset or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ScBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:45 a.m., in room 1324, 
Yew House Office Building, Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall presiding. 

Mr. AsprnaLtt. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now be in 
gssion for the taking of testimony on H.R. 4606 by our colleague, 
Mr. Rees of Kansas, and companion bill, S. 1092, a measure to pro- 
ride for the construction of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal 
' reclamation project, Kansas, and for other purposes. 

The report from the Department of the Interior is favorable, if 
amended. The report of the Army Department makes no objection. 

Unless there is objection, H.R. 4606 and S. 1092, together with 
the two departmental reports, will be printed in the record. Hearing 
no objection, it is so ordered. 

(H.R. 4606, S. 1092, and the departmental reports follow :) 


[H.R, 4606, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the construction of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal 
reclamation project, Kansas, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the Cheney division, Wichita 
Federal reclamation project, consisting of a dam, reservoir, and related facilities 
near Cheney, Kansas, on the North Fork of the Ninnescah River, Kansas, for 
the purposes of furnishing water for municipal uses, controlling floods, facili- 
tating irrigation, enhancing recreational opportunities, preserving and propagat- 
ing fish and wildlife, and for related purposes. 

Sec. 2. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the works authorized by 
this Act, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act 
of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary 
thereto), except as is otherwise provided in this Act. 

Sec. 3. Construction of the project shall not be commenced, and no construc- 
ton contracts therefor shall be awarded, until a contract or contracts complying 
with the provisions of this Act have been entered into with the city of Wichita 
mder which it shall have obligated itself to repay to the United States, within 
a period of not more than forty years from the time water is first made available 
from said works, those portions of the Federal costs of construction, operating, 
and maintaining the works herein authorized which are allocated to municipal 
water Supply, and interest on the unamortized balance of the amount of con- 
struction costs so allocated including interest during construction. If any net 
) Tevenues are derived from temporary water supply contracts, prior to the end 
j of the repayment period for water furnished from, by, or through the works 

authorized herein, the construction cost obligation of the city may be decreased 
} by that portion of the amount of any such net revenues which bears the same 
| Proportion to the total amount of such net revenues as the amount of the project 


1 
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costs allocated to municipal water supply bears to the total Federal ¢ 


: . Osts 
constructing the project. Interest shall be at the average rate, which rate oe 
be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury, paid by the United States a . 


marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of this Act and adjyg 
to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum. Upon the completion of the casa 
of the city’s construction cost obligation, together with the interest thereon ms 
city shall have a permanent right to the use of that portion of the storage ; 
in the project allocable to municipal water supply purposes. Space 

Sec. 4. Contracts may be entered into with the city of Wichita pursuant t) 
the provisions of this Act without regard to the last sentence of subsection , 
of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. ¢) 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized to transfer to the city of Wichita the cane 
operation, and maintenance of the works herein authorized and, if such transfor 
is made, to deduct from the obligation of the city the reasonable capitaling 
equivalent of that portion of the estimated operation and maintenance costs ¢ 
the undertaking which, if the United States continued to operate the Works 
would be allocated to flood control and fish and wildlife purposes, Prior ts 
taking over the care, operation, and maintenance of said works, the city shall 
obligate itself to operate them in accordance with criteria specified by the 
Secretary of the Army with respect to flood control and by the Secretary of sie 
Interior with respect to fish and wildlife. : 

Sec. 6. The Secretary may make such reasonable provision in connecting 
with the works of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal reclamation project in 
accordance with section 2 of the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). a 
amended, as he finds to be required for the preservation and propagation of fig, | 
and wildlife, and to acquire approximately two thousand five hundred acres of! 
land for wildlife management purposes within and adjacent to Cheney Reservoir ? 
A minimum pool of approximately ten thousand acre-feet shall be maintained 
in said reservoir for fish life. An appropriate portion of the construction egg 
of the Cheney division of the project shall be allocated as provided in said Act 
and it, together with the portion of the construction cost allocated to flood con 
trol and the portions of the operation and maintenance costs allocated to these 
functions or the equivalent capitalized value thereof, shall be nonreimbursabje 
and nonreturnable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 7. The Secretary may, upon conclusion of a suitable agreement with any 
qualified agency of the State of Kansas or political subdivision or agency thereat 
for assumption of the administration, operation, and maintenance thereof at the 
earliest practicable date, provide minimum basic public recreation facilities at 
or near Cheney Reservoir and the cost thereof incurred by the United States 
shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable under the Federal reclamation laws 

Sec. 8. Expenditures for Cheney Reservoir may be made without regard to 
the soil survey and land classification requirements of the Interior Department 
Appropriation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 261, 266-267). 

Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may bk 
required to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


{S. 1092, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To provide for the construction of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal 
reclamation project, Kansas, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the Cheney division, Wichita 
Federal reclamation project, consisting of a dam, reservoir, and related facili | 
ties near Cheney, Kansas, on the North Fork of the Ninnescah River, Kansas 
for the purposes of furnishing water for municipal uses, controlling floods, 
facilitating irrigation, enhancing recreational opportunities, preserving and 
propagating fish and wildlife, and for related purposes. 

Sec. 2. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the works authorized by 
this Act, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Ac 
of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary | 
thereto), except as is otherwise provided in this Act. ' 

Sec. 3. Construction of the project shall not be commenced, and no constrit } 
tion contracts therefor shall be awarded, until a contract or contracts complying 
with the provisions of this Act have been entered into with the city of Wichita 
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ander which it shall have obligated itself to repay to the United States, within a 

jod of not more than forty years from the time water is first made available 
= said works, those portions of the Federal costs of constructing, operating, 
= maintaining the works herein authorized which are allocated to municipal 
ater supply, and interest on the unamortized balance of the amount of construc- 
Sea costs so allocated including interest during construction. If any net reve- 
ues are derived from temporary water supply contracts, prior to the end of the 
repayment period for water furnished from, by, or through the works authorized 
herein, the construction cost obligation of the city may be deceased by that 
portion of the amount of any such net revenues which bears the same propor- 
tion to the total amount of such revenues as the amount of the project 
eosts allocated to municipal water supply bears to the total Federal costs of 
constructing the project. Interest shall be at the average rate, which rate shall 
pe certified by the Secretary of the rreasury, paid by the United States on its 
marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of this Act and adjusted 
to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum. Upon the completion of the payment 
of the city’s construction cost obligation, together with the interest fhereon, the 
city shall have a permanent right to the use of that portion of the storage 
space in the project allocable to municipal water supply purposes. 

Sec. 4. Contracts may be entered into with the city of Wichita pursuant to 
the provisions of this Act without regard to the last sentence of subsection (c) of 
section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized to transfer to the city of Wichita the 
care, operation, and maintenance of the works herein authorized and, if such 
transfer is made, to deduct from the obligation of the city the reasonable 
capitalized equivalent of that portion of the estimated operation and mainte- 
nance costs of the undertaking which, if the United States continued to operate 
the works, would be allocated to flood control and fish and wildlife purposes. 
Prior to taking over the care, operation, and maintenance of said works, the 
city shall obligate itself to operate them in accordance with criteria specified 
by the Secretary of the Army with respect to flood control and by the Secretary of 
the Interior with respect to fish and wildlife. 

Sec. 6. The Secretury may make such reasonable provision in connection 
with the works of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal reclamation project, 
in accordance with section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 
401, as amended, 16 U.S.C. sec. 661, and the following), as he finds to be re- 
quired for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife, and to ac- 
quire approximately 2,500 acres of land for wildlife management purposes 
within and adjacent to Cheney Reservoir. A minimum pool of approximately 
ten thousand acre-feet shall be maintained in said reservoir for fish life. An 
appropriate portion of the construction cost of the Cheney division of the project 
shall be allocated as provided in said Act and it, together with the portion of 
the construction cost allocated to flood control and the portions of the opera- 
tion and maintenance costs allocated to these functions or the equivalent capi- 
talized value thereof, shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable under the 
Federal reclamation laws. Appropriate portions of the project area may be 
made available by the Secretary of the Interior to the Kansas Forestry, Fish 
and Game Commission for fish and wildlife management as provided in sections 
sand 4 of said Act. 

Sec. 7. The Secretary may, upon conclusion of a suitable agreement with 
any qualified agency of the State of Kansas or political subdivisions or agency 
thereof for assumption of the administration, operation, and maintenance thereof 
at the earliest practicable date, provide minimum basic public recreation facili- 
ties at or near Cheney Reservoir and the cost thereof incurred by the United 
ron shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable under the Federal reclama- 
tion laws. 

Sec. 8. Expenditures for Cheney Reservoir may be made without regard to the 
sil survey and land classification requirements of the Interior Department 
Appropriation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 261, 266-267). 

Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be required to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Passed the Senate April 11, 1960. 

Attest : 


FELTON M. JOHNSTON, 
Secretary. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
, 


Washington, D.C., August 6 1959 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, eae 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. ASPINALL: This responds to your request for the views of t¢ 
partment on H.R. 4606, a bill to provide for the construction of the Cheney diy, 
sion, Wichita Federal reclamation project, Kansas, and for other purpoges. 

We recommend that the bill be enacted and that it be amended in the Manner 
hereinafter set forth, 

H.R. 4606 would authorize the construction of the Cheney division of the 
Wichita project, Kansas, consisting of Cheney Dam and Reservoir and relate; 
facilities near Cheney, Kans., on the North Fork of the Ninnescah River. Our 
planning report on the Cheney division was transmitted to the Speaker of the 
House on July 6, 1959, and was referred to your committee. 

The multiple-purpose development of the Cheney division would provide 4 | 
needed supplemental water supply for municipal and industrial uses in the city 
of Wichita, Kans. Through the regulation and storage of the flows of the North 
Fork of the Ninnescah River, it would also provide fish and wildlife and recny. 
tional opportunities, substantial flood control benefits, and permit irrigation of 
limited tracts of suitable lands by minimizing downstream flooding. 

The proposed plan of development has been coordinated with plans of the city 
of Wichita. The city contributed funds to the Bureau of Reclamation to ex. 
pedite its investigations of that division of the project. The plan contemplate | 
Federal construction of the Cheney Dam, reservoir and related facilities, gnj 
the establishment of a wildlife management program on lands to be acquing | 
for that purpose. Under the terms of the bill, the city would be required to ente 
into a contract, prior to commencement of construction, for repayment with 
interest of the share of the capital costs of the dam and reservoir allocated tp 
municipal water supply. The pipeline and pumping facilities necessary to deliver 
water from Cheney Reservoir to Wichita would be provided by the city unde 
non-Federal financing. 

Cheney Reservoir is presently planned for a controlled capacity of about 2%. | 
000 acre-feet. Of this capacity approximately 145,000 acre-feet are expected tobe 


House of Representatings 


his De 


used for municipal and industrial water supply, 80,000 for flood control, anj i 


10,000 for fish and wildlife and sediment deposition. 

On January 20, 1956, the city of Wichita filed an application for the right t 
appropriate 52,640 acre-feet annually of the flows of the North Fork of the Nip. 
nescah River. We understand that the Division of Water Resources of th 
Kansas State Board of Agriculture has approved this application upon conditin 
that construction of the reservoir be commenced by December 1, 1960. 

To provide Wichita’s estimated water requirements over the period 1960-2010, 
operation of the proposed reservoir would be integrated with the operation of the 
city’s wells in the Equus beds and in the Arkansas River alluvium. Reservoir 
operation would also provide essentially full control of floods at the damsite ani, 
although no specific storage capacity would be required for irrigation, the mini- 
mizing of downstream flooding through operation of the reservoir would permit 
irrigation of about 3,700 acres of land in tracts susceptible to individual or grow 
development. 

The bill provides for maintenance of a minimum pool of 10,000 acre-feet in th 
reservoir for fish and wildlife purposes, and for the acquisition of about 250 
acres of land for a wildlife management program. The fishery benefits would 
be of regional significance, and, because the reservoir area would be of particular 
value in connection with the national migratory bird management program, 
the waterfowl] benefits would be of national significance. It is contemplated that 
certain project lands and waters would be made available for management of 
fish and wildlife resources by the Kansas Forestry, Fish, and Game Commission it 
accordance with sections 3 and 4 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The 
fish and wildlife benefits of the project have been evaluated at $290,000 annually. 

The Corps of Engineers considers that average annual flood control benefits 
in the amount of $357,000 can be realized if 80,000 acre-feet of the storage capacity 
in the proposed reservoir are operated for maximum benefits downstream from 
the reservoir site to the mouth of the Ninnescah River. The proposed plan of 
development provides for such storage capacity in Cheney Reservoir, and opert- 
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tion of its flood control capacity would be in accordance with regulations estab- 
ished by the Corps of Engineers to assure the desired protection. al 

The bill provides for development of minimum basic recreation facilities at 
and near the Cheney Reservoir, the cost thereof to be nonreimbursable, subject 
to making suitable arrangements for their administration by a State or local 
agency. Additional recreation facilities not appropriate for Federal construction 
would have to be provided with non-Federal funds. Benefits accruing from 
public use of the proposed recreation facilities, it is estimated, would average 
about $33,000 annually. { ; 

On the basis of October 1958 prices the construction cost of the Cheney 
division is estimated to be about $15,274,000. Of these costs about $7,022,000 
would be allocable to municipal and industrial water supply, $4,598,000 to fish 
and wildlife, $6,350,000 to flood control, and about $304,000 to recreation. 

Construction of the multipurpose Cheney division is engineeringly feasible. 
The evaluated annual total and direct benefits both exceed the estimated annual 
costs ina ratio of more than 2.5 to 1 on the basis of a 100-year period of analysis. 
If direct benefits only are considered for a 50-year period of analysis the ratio 
would be about 2.28 to 1. 

Section 5 of ‘the bill provides that, if operation and maintenance of the project 
works should be transferred to the city, that portion of the operation and main- 
tenance costs which is attributable to flood control and fish and wildlife may 
be capitalized and an appropriate adjustment made in the amount to be returned 
by the city. As is hereinabove indicated, it is presently contemplated that the 
administration of the fish and wildlife features of the project would be admin- 
istered by an appropriate State agency. In this event, there would be no basis 
for making any adjustment in the obligation of the city on account of the opera- 
tion and maintenance costs attributable to fish and wildlife. We note that the 
permissive character of the provision will permit the making of such adjust- 
ments only as are justifiable. Present estimates indicate that the capitalized 
yalue of the operation and maintenance costs attributable to flood control would 
amount to about $120,000. The bill provides also that upon completion of pay- 
ment by the city of Wichita of the amount allocated to municipal and industrial 
water supply, with interest, it shall have a permanent right to the use of the 
portion of the storage space in the reservoir which is allocable to municipal and 
industrial water supply purposes. 

In order that the language in the authorizing legislation may be consistent 
with the proposed plan of development and administration of the fish and 
wildlife resources of the Cheney Reservoir area as heretofore indicated in this 
report and in our planning report, we recommend that the bill be amended by 
adding, after line 19, page 4, a new sentence at the end of section 6 which shall 
read substantially as follows: 

“Appropriate portions of the project area may be made available by the 
Secretary of the Interior to the Kansas Forestry, Fish and Game Commis- 
sion for fish and wildlife management as provided in sections 3 and 4 of 
said act.” 
We suggest, also, that the reference in lines 6 and 7, page 4, to “the act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), as amended’ be amended to read “the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended, 16 U.S.C., sec. 661, 
et seq.)”’, thereby referring to that act by its statutory title. 

A statement of personnel and other requirements that enactment of the bill 
may entail is attached in accordance with the provisions of Public Law 801, 
84th Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that, while it would have no objection 
to the submission of such report as we deem appropriate, it would recommend 
(1) that the bill be amended to include a provision requiring the city of Wichita 
to repay within 50 years, with interest, 57.6 percent of the cost of Cheney Dam 
and Reservoir, and (2) that action on the bill be deferred until the Congress 
has had an opportunity to consider and act upon the flood-control cost-sharing 
bill which has been introduced in the Senate as S. 2060. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Subject matter: Legislation to provide for the construction of the Cheney diy; 
sion, Wichita Federal reclamation project, Kansas, and for other ° 
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Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for th 
jirst 4 years of proposed new or expanded programs ? 
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1 $119,039 cost to June 30, 1958. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 


Washington, D.C., August 21, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 4606, 
86th Congress, a bill to provide for the construction of the Cheney division, 
Wichita Federal reclamation project, Kansas, and for other purposes. The 
Secretary of Defense has delegated to the Department of the Army the respons 
bility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 

This bill would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the Cheney division of the Wichita reclamation project, to consist 
of a dam, reservoir, and related facilities near Cheney, Kans, on the North Fork 
of the Ninnescah River, Kans. 

The Cheney project is primarily for municipal water supply, but would include 
provisions for flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation. It is understood 
that it does not include facilities for irrigation, although irrigation would be 
possible on a few disconnected areas downstream after flood control has been 
provided. 

The Department of the Army has no objection to the proposed works. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. However, your attention is invited to the enclosed copy of 4 
letter dated August 3, 1959, from the Bureau of the Budget to the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee on S. 1092, a bill similar to H.R. 4606, recom 


mending that action on that bill be deferred until the Congress has had an | 


opportuni 
which ha: 
Six 


Hon. JA} 
Chairman 
U.S. Sem 
My DE 
econcernil 
Wichita 
recomme 
submitte 
§. 109: 
Wichita 
Cheney ¢ 
and refe: 
letter to 
for your 
For th 
Budget | 
the city ' 
of Chene 
mend ar 
is furth 
has had 
sharing 
in the § 


TR 


STATE 


Mr. 
tioned 
divisio 

As ] 
joint v 
Bureat 
the cit: 
sion f: 
city. 

The 
furnis 
contro 
ties. 
which 
Norm: 
positic 
more ¢ 

The 
at $18 
projec 


ey divi. 


' fOr the 


‘ical yey 


$320, 000 
3, 515, 961 


3, 835, 961 


———_ 





1959, 


tary of 
R. 4606, 
ivision, 
s. The 
»Sponsi- 


yperate, 
consist 
h Fork 


include 
erstood 
yuld be 
is been 


mission 
vy of a 
nterior 

recom 


had an | ites 
“| project legislation. 


CHENEY DIVISION, WICHITA PROJECT, KANSAS 7 


0 portunity to consider and act upon the draft flood control cost sharing bill 
nich has been introduced in the Senate as S. 2060. 
Sincerely yours, 
Hueu M. Miron II, 
Acting Secretary of the Army. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., August 3, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MorrAy, ; <a 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will supplement our letter of March 24, 1959, 
concerning 8. 1092, a bill to provide for the construction of the Cheney division, 
Wichita Federal reclamation project, and for other purposes, in which we 
recommended that action on the bill be deferred until a project report has been 
submitted under established procedures. if 

§, 1092, if enacted, would authorize the construction of the Cheney division, 
Wichita project, Kansas. The report of the Secretary of the Interior on the 
Cheney division was transmitted to the President of the Senate on July 6, 1959, 
and referred to your committee. Our views on this project are contained in our 
letter to the Secretary of the Interior of June 19, 1959, a copy of which is enclosed 
for your information. 

For the reasons expressed in our letter of June 19, 1959, the Bureau of the 
Budget recommends that S. 1092 be amended to include a provision requiring 
the city of Wichita to repay within 50 years with interest 57.6 percent of the cost 
of Cheney Dam and Reservoir. However, since the project report does not recom- 
mend any non-Federal participation in the flood control costs of the project, it 
is further recommended that action on the bill be deferred until the Congress 
has had an opportunity to consider and act upon the draft flood control cost 
sharing bill referred to in our letter on the project, which has been introduced 
in the Senate as 8S. 2060. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP S. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Asprnauu. The bills we are considering today have been men- 
tioned by number. They provide for the construction of the Cheney 
division, Wichita Federal reclamation project, Kansas. 

As I understand this legislation, the Cheney division would be a 
jomt venture between the city of Wichita and the United States. The 
Bureau of Reclamation would construct the dam and reservoir, while 
the city of Wichita would construct the pipeline and related transmis- 
sion facilities required to transport water from the reservoir to the 
city. 

The Cheney division would be a multiple-purpose development for 
furnishing water to the city of Wichita, providing additional flood 
control in the area, and providing fishing and recreational opportuni- 
ties. In that respect this legislation is very similar to legislation 
which recently received the approval of the Congress, known as the 
Norman project. May I say at this time, there was considerable op- 
position on the floor of the House to this legislation because it was 
more or less a municipal water project alone. 

The Federal cost involved for the dam and reservoir is estimated 
at $18,274,000. Here again we have a close similarity to the Norman 
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The city of Wichita would repay that part of the reservoir Allocated 
to municipal water, estimated to be about $7,100,000, and Would ¢ 
struct at its own expense the pipeline, costing about $7,600,000, Her, 
is a dissimilarity to the Norman project legislation in that that ppg ; 
provided for construction under certain circumstances by the Fe 
Government of the aqueduct system. 

That portion of the reservoir cost allocated to flood control, fish and 
wildlife, and recreation, amounting to about $11,200,000, Would bs 
nonreimbursable. ; 

The Chair wishes to advise the people from the area concerned yi} 
this legislation, of the plans of this committee heretofore and presey. 
ly relative to receiving or endeavoring to receive congressional 
proval of the House of Representatives of reclamation programs, 

The record shows that for the last 10 years or so, our average ap. 
propriations per Congress have been under $500 million, or appron- 
mately $250 million a year for reclamation construction programs 
In only one year have we exceeded $300 million. 

The full committee, with its chairman as spokesman, has appear 
during the last several years before the Appropriations Committe 
asking for a program which would at least provide for $300 million 
year for construction programs for reclamation. We have not bee 
successful in reaching that amount, although I would say that oy 
Committee on Appropriations is very friendly toward reclamation, 
programs. The economics of the Congress seemingly will not pernit 
us to go to the minimum level that this committee has requested. 

To approach constructively a working relationship between appn- 
priations and authorizations it means that our authorizations over 
term of years should approximate the same amount of money we ean 
get from the Congress to carry on these construction programs. That 
would mean that for the last Congress, perhaps looking forward tothe 
next Congress, we should have an authorization someplace close to 
$500 million. So far this Congress we have authorizations approx- 
mating that amount with the San Luis project, the Norman projec, 
and the small projects we have had, provided the drainage system of 
the San Luis project is constructed, as permitted, with the use of Fed- 
eral funds. If not, we are in the neighborhood of $175 million to$2 
million short in our authorizations, but in the programing for the 
consideration of these programs before this committee, that has been 
the objective of the chairman of the full committee. 

Also, time has gotten away from us. There are certain projects, 
including this project, which come to us during the last days of the 
session. Weare building the record of these projects so that it will not 
take us so long to get started at the beginning of the next Congres. 

I know how much you people want this project. I also know the 
legislative pitfalls which lie ahead of any project. I am sure you 
would not want this project to be caught in the emotions and passions 
of the last days of Congress and lose it, because then you would have 
another handicap to overcome. There is very little likelihood, if any, 
that this project can be considered before the House of Representatives 
during this session of Congress. I thought you should know that. 


ler] 


The author of the bill in the House, the Honorable Edward H. Ress, 
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rtunity to appear first and make their statements. So we have, 
ee Tongressman Floyd Breeding, who is recognized for a short 
Sabet 20 he can return to his committee. ‘Then ee 
Wint Smith and Congressman Denver rae Then we shall listen 
ioourcolleague. Isthat correct, Mr. Rees? 
Mr. Rees. That is correct. _ | | 
Mr. Rocers (presiding). You may proceed, Mr. Breeding. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. FLOYD BREEDING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Breepinc. My name is J. Floyd Breeding, Member of Congress 
from the Fifth District of Kansas. ' 

| appreciate this opportunity to express my support of the Cheney 
Reservoir project as proposed by H.R. 4606, introduced by my col- 
league, the Honorable Edward H. Rees from the Fourth Congressional 
District of Kansas. 2 ah pe 

Although the proposed project would serve primarily as @ municipal 
water supply source for the city of Wichita in Sedgwick County, the 
major portion of the reservoir would be located in Kingman and 
Reno Counties, in the district which I now represent. _ 

When I first came to Congress in 1957 there was considerable opposi- 
tion to the project on the part of residents of the affected areas. The 
opposition seems to have subsided in recent months, I am happy to 
report that apparently there is no widescale opposition to the project. 
I am happy to report also that the project is supported by a large 
majority of the people in the affected counties, especially in the prin- 
cipal population centers. 

I am confident that, as plans for the project are developed, the 
people of the river basin area will be kept informed as to the exact 
location of the dam and the size of the area involved. Also, these 
people are entitled to know just as soon as possible how long they 
will be able to continue to use their land if this project is approved. 
Iam sure the members of this committee can appreciate how important 
this is to farmers who are faced with making repairs and improve- 
ments to their property. Further, I trust they will be paid a fair 
price for their land and homes. 

Most of the people of Kingman and Reno Counties have accepted 
the need for the reservoir and they are not placing major obstacles in 
its way. In view of the attitude of the majority of the people directly 
involved, in view of the great need for an additional water supply for 
the city of Wichita, which serves as the major economic center for 
the entire State of Kansas, and in view of the value of the recreation 
and conservation area to be created, I am of the opinion that the 
a should be built. 

Mr. Chairman, there is some opposition to this project. Certainly 
I cannot let this time pass without voicing their opinion, too. I am 
sure you realize that in all projects similar to this, a certain number 
of people are directly affected who would not approve it. I should 
like to take the time to read to you a letter which came to me, dated 

January 22 of this year, from the opposition to this project. When 
T'took my oath of office I promised to support all the people in my 
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district. Therefore, I think I should read their message into the 
record, also. 


PRETTY PRAIRIE, KANS., January 22, 1969 
Dear Sir: It has come to my attention that you were out here this last fh 
with our county commissioner, Mr. Clifford Busick, of Hutchinson. Tae 
ably was not at home when you called. Much to my regret. 
I understand you wanted to know how the people around here felt al 
Wichita taking this territory for a reservoir for recreation and water Suppl 
We all are very much opposed to the idea. y. 


I own 320 acres on which I live and operate. This farm is in about the exag 
center of this proposed reservoir. 


It is my opinion that Wichita ean get plenty of good water right at theip 
doorstep and we do not like the idea of giving up our farms and homes just 
Wichita can have a recreation area. Of course we will be paid for our prop 
erty, but how much? 

My father bought this farm in 1926. I have lived on it since 193}. Have 
owned it myself since 1949. We would sure hate to have to leave at our age, 
lam 54. My wife is 48. 

This is good farming country as you surely noticed when you were out hem 

We have formed an organization called North Fork of Ninnescah Asggo¢is. 
tion of which I am vice president. We have appealed to Senators Carlson ang 
Schoeppel, also to Secretary of the Interior Seaton and Senator Clinton Ander. 
son, of New Mexico. If you can do anything we would be forever gratefy), 

Sincerely, 
NICK M. Tues, 

In my views and my visits to this area, I am sure there must le 
about 20 families who are opposed to leaving this area because this 
is their home, and in many cases it has been passed down from gen- 
eration to generation. ; 

I did not find widespread opposition to this project. Therefore, ] 
am joining my colleague, Mr. Rees, in support of this project, 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Breeding. 

Let the Chair make this observation. We appreciate your fair, w- 
biased, and unprejudiced presentation for your people on this projec. 
My experience with the gentleman from Kansas, Mr. Breedian is | 
that he always tries to present the factual situation so there will be| 
no misunderstanding. I, for one, deeply appreciate that. | 

Mr. Breepine. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any questions of Mr. Breeding ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rocers. If not, the Chair thanks you very much, Mr. Breeding, | 

The Chair recognizes the Honorable Wint Smith, a Member of Con- | 
gress from Kansas. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WINT SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Smirn. It is probably superfluous for me to go into details about | 
the Cheney Reservoir. Therefore, I simply would like to submita 
statement in which I express my interest and belief that this isa 
worthwhile project for this part of Kansas. I ask that this be made 
a part of the record at this point. 

Mr. Rogers. Without of 


yjection, the statement. will be received and| 
inserted in the record at this point. Thank you very much, Con) 
gressman Smith. We are glad to have had vou before the committee. | 
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(Mr. Smith’s statement follows :) 


grareMENT OF Hon. WINT SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
' THE STATE OF KANSAS 


The proper development of water resources and the ultimate availability of 
an adequate supply of good water for municipal, agricultural, and industrial use 
will determine the destiny of our Nation and the ultimate survival of our people. 
This vital resource is essential to the economic vigor, the social enjoyment, the 
industrial capability and the defense of our country. ane ; 

The estimated withdrawal of water in 1955 in our Nation was approximately 
940 billion gallons per day, of which some 20 percent was supplied from ground- 
water sources and some 80 percent was supplied from surface-water sources, 
including some of the great reservoir projects previously constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and by the Corps of Engineers. It is quite clear that 
we would be facing a critical water shortage in certain areas of the country 
today except for the margin of safety provided by the reservoir projects already 
constructed and in use. ce ; cea dale 

It is estimated that by 1975 our Nation will have a population of 225 million 
people who will use some 450 billion gallons a day of our precious water 
resources. There are not now under construction, or even planned for construc- 
tion by all the public and private agencies combined, sufficient water resources 
projects to provide the amount of water of acceptable quality that we will 
requnre in 1975. The present rate of per capita use combined with the estimated 
population increase would strain our ability to meet our water requirements. 
However, it has been estimated that per capita water use will expand approxi- 
mately 25 percent during this period because of the rising standard of indi- 
yidual living and the increasing use of water in industry. It is quite clear that 
we will be facing a crisis of disastrous proportions within the next few years if 
we do not continue the construction of water reservoir projects as rapidly as 
appropriate arrangements can be made between the Federal Government and 
the various local interests involved. 

On February 17, 1959, Floyd E. Dominy, Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, testified at some length before the House Irrigation and Recla- 
mation Subcommittee stressing the importance of the construction of multiple- 
purpose reservoirs and the maximum use of reservoir sites. Commissioner 
Dominy stated that the Bureau of Reclamation, in the light of experience and 
with the benefit of hindsight, today would construct many of its present reser- 
voirs on a different basis, making maximum use of reservoir sites for multiple 
purpose development. It is clearly not in the public interest to permit local 
units of government to develop reservoir sites at less than their maximum 
capacity or in a manner inconsistent with an overall river basin plan. Con- 
versely it is clear also that local units of government cannot afford nor should 
they be required to develop at their sole expense maximum-use multiple-purpose 
reservoirs from which substantial benefits acerue on a regional and interstate 
basis to users other than the local municipality. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a proposed joint develop- 
ment between the United States and the city of Wichita in which the principal 
works comprising a dam and reservoir would be constructed on the North Fork 
of the Ninnescah River some 6 miles north of Cheney, Kans., and some 25 miles 
west of Wichita, Kans. The Cheney division of Wichita project (Kansas) is pro- 
posed as a multiple-purpose project to provide (1) flood protection on a regional 
basis, (2) opportunities for irrigation, (3) recreation benefits on a regional 
and interstate basis in an area largely devoid of such facilities at the present 
time, (4) fish and wildlife conservation benefits of national and international 
significance, and (5) an urgently needed additional source of water supply 
for the city of Wichita. 

I am pleased to support H.R. 4606, introduced by my longtime friend and 
colleague, the Honorable Edward H. Rees, from the Fourth Congressional Dis- 


trict of Kansas, and I urge favorable consideration by the members of this com- 
mittee. 


Mr. Rogers. The Chair now recognizes the Honorable Denver 
Hargis. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. DENVER D. HARGIS, A REPRESENTATIVE jy 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Harats. Mr. Chairman, I, too, do not want to take up too much 
of the committee’s time, as we have a very able gentleman from Kansas 
to present the complete facts on the Cheney Reservoir, the Honorahls 
Edward Rees. I should like to ask unanimous consent to file m 
written statement, and to say that I unqualifiedly support this bill, 
H.R. 4606. 

Mr. Roerrs. Thank you, Mr. Hargis. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Hargis? (No response.) 

Thank you very much, Mr. Hargis, for your appearance before the 
subcommittee. 

(Mr. Hargis’ statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Denver D. Harcis, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS Froy 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 


In response to requests from the Honorable Levi B. Rymph, mayor of Wichita 
and from other interested citizens in my home State, I am happy to announe 
my support and unqualified endorsement of the Cheney division, Wichita project 
(Kansas) as proposed by H.R. 4606 and introduced by my colleague, the Honor. 
able Edward H. Rees from the Fourth Congressional District of Kansas, 

I am convinced that this multiple-purpose project is urgently needed, and that 
the appropriation of Federal funds for a share in construction costs is more than 
justified by the potential benefits from increases in the area's facilities for 
water supply, flood control, conservation, and recreation. 

It is my understanding that the city of Wichita has agreed to finance approxi- 
mately 40 percent of the estimated construction cost, in addition to meeting the 
entire obligation for the building of pipeline and transmission facilities, | am 
further informed that the city of Wichita has complied with all requests received 
from the Bureau of Reclamation, and taken every possible action to see that the 
project conforms with Federal and State policies and legislation, indicating a 
sincere, cooperative, and positive approach to the complex problems arising from 
joint financing on projects of this nature. 

I therefore urge that favorable consideration be given to legislation authoriz- 
ing the project, and express my earnest hope that the necessary steps will be 
taken to begin work at the earliest possible date. 


the Honorable William Avery, for any remarks he may have. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. AVERY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Avery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Because of the great experience and wisdom possessed by the men- 
bers of this committee, I see no particular reason to impose upon their 
time any further. I think the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
chairman of the full committee, and the ranking minority member 
present. have all personally visited the site of this proposed reservoir, 
and I think all have personal knowledge not only of the many benefits 
but also the problems connected therewith. 

In any project comparable to this there always will be individual 
hardships suffered by the persons displaced by the reservoir. I spea 
with considerable knowledge of that because I am about to be dis- 
placed myself by another project. Distasteful as this displacement 
is to the individuals, I think we all reconcile ourselves to the con- 
clusion, unfortunate as it may be, that the public good must come 


shead of 
formula. 
inconveD 
I only 
is autho 
adequate 
Sols 
support | 
her 
senior m 
day requ 
with the 
ever ma 
his elect 
mendous 
son than 
serious ¢ 
ently ret 
Unles: 
Mr. R 
the reco! 
Are tl 
(Off t 
Mr. I 
record ? 
Thanl 
Mr. A 
(Mr.. 


STATEME! 


The Cl 
| ment of 


: ; s | reservoir 
Mr. Rogers. The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Kansas, | 


poses of 
| wildlife. 
a pipelin 
The pl 
| velopmer 
posed by 
River B 
May 17, 
Total 
$26,768,0 
and $7,7 
\ of Wich! 
The U.S 
The fe 
under ay 
by the ¢ 
Federal 
proposer 
supply | 
agreed | 

| studied 
The ¢ 

| State of 
United 


| 
| 5€ 


TE Ty 


much 


rable 
8 h 
bill, 


re the 


Fro 


ichita, 
ounce 


Toject 
Lonor. 


d that 
@ than 
Ds for 


proxi. 
ng the 

I am 
ceived 
at the 
ting a 
y from 
horiz- 
vill be 


Wnsas, 


mem- 
their 
», the 
mber 
rvolr, 
nefits 


idual 
speak 
» dis- 
ament 
+ COn- 
come 


CHENEY DIVISION, WICHITA PROJECT, KANSAS 13 


shead of personal comfort. It reduces itself down simply to that 
formula. So what we describe as progress must go on, despite the 
inconvenience suffered by various individuals, _ : 

I only hope that the committee will make certain that if this project 
is authorized, the displaced landowners living in the area will be 
adequately provided for. ; 

So I should like to file my statement, Mr. Chairman, if I may, in 
support of this project. | Regardless of what I might say or what any 

er witnesses appearing today may say, the mere fact that the 
gnior member of the Kansas delegation, Mr. Rees, is appearing to- 
day requesting this project, I think, should bear considerable a 
with the committee. ‘This is probably one of the few requests he 1as 
aver made to the Congress of the United States for his district since 
his election in 1936. He has been here 24 years. In view of the tre- 
mendous service he has rendered to the Congress, if for no other rea- 
gon than that, I certainly request the committee to give this extremely 
rious consideration in deference to my senior colleague, who is pres- 
ently retiring from the Congress. 

Unless there are questions, sir, that is all. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Avery, your written statement will be included in 
the record. 

Are there any questions ? 

(Off the record. ) i . 

Mr. Rogers. Any other questions or observations, on or off the 
record? (No response.) 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Avery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Mr. Avery’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HoN. WILLIAM H. AVERY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 


The Cheney division, Wichita project (Kansas) is a proposed joint develop- 
ment of the Bureau of Reclamation and the city of Wichita whereby a dam and 
reservoir would be constructed by the United States near Wichita for the pur- 
poses of flood control, water supply, recreation, and conservation of fish and 


| wildlife. The city of Wichita has agreed to construct with non-Federal funds 


| apipeline extending from the reservoir site to the city limits. 


The project is classed as a priority 1 (feasible and desirable for early de- 
velopment) integral part of the Arkansas River Basin development plan pro- 
posed by the January 3, 1957, report (S. Doc. 13) of the Arkansas-White-Red 
River Basins Interagency Committee pursuant to the Flood Control Act of 
May 17, 1950. 

Total project cost is estimated in accordance with the 1959 reappraisal at 
$26,768,000, of which $19,008,000 (71 percent) wil be financed with Federal funds 
and $7,760,000 (29 percent) will be financed from non-Federal funds. The city 


' of Wichita share of total projects costs is estimated as $15,074,000 (56 percent). 


The U.S. share of the total project cost approximates $11,694,000 (44 percent). 
The feasibility of the proposed Cheney Reservoir project has been approved 
wder applicable Federal and State procedures by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
by the consulting engineers retained by the city of Wichita, and by the various 
Federal departments and agencies and river basin States concerned. The 
proposed reservoir site is the only feasible reservoir site for municipal water 
supply purposes in the entire area surrounding Wichita and this fact has been 
agreed upon by all of the Federal, State, and municipal engineers who have 
studied the water supply requirements of this area during the past 30 years. 
The city of Wichita has obtained necessary enabling legislation from the 
State of Kansas to authorize it to enter into a repayment contract with the 
United States. A repayment contract has been negotiated with the Bureau 
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of Reclamation and has been approved by the board of city Commission, 
pursuant to the authority granted by the electorate in a special election en 
for these purposes. eld 

In conclusion, may I extend my support of H.R. 4606 as introduceg 
colleague, the Honorable Edward H. Rees from the Fourth Congressiop 
trict of Kansas. 


by my 
al Dig 


(Statement of Hon. Newell A. George, a Representative in (oy, 
gress from the State of Kansas, follows :) 


or 
STATEMENT OF HON, NEWELL A. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN Congress F 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 7" 

The proper development of water resources and the ultimate availability ¢ 
an adequate supply of good water for municipal, agricultural, and industrial yy 
will determine the destiny of our Nation and the ultimate survival of our peo 
Our Nation’s withdrawal of water in 1955 was approximately 240 billion gallons 
per day of which only some 20 percent was supplied from ground water SOUTER 
while some 80 percent was supplied from surface water sources including some 
of the great reservoir projects previously constructed by the Bureau of Reclam. 
tion and by the Corps of Engineers. It is quite clear that we would be facing a | 
critical water shortage in many areas of the country today except for the margin 
of safety provided by the reservoir projects already constructed and in use. It 
is quite clear also that we will be facing a crisis of disastrous proportions Within 
the next few years if we do not continue the construction of reservoir projects a 
rapidly as appropriate arrangements can be made between the Federal Goyer. 
ment and the various local interests involved. 

On February 17, 1959, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation test. 
fied at some length before this House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommitte 
stressing the importance of maximum use of scare reservoir sites. He stated 
that the Bureau of Reclamation, in the light of experience and with the benefit 
of hindsight, today would construct many of its present reservoirs on a different 
basis making maximum use of reservoir sites for multiple-purpose development, 
It is clearly not in the public interest to permit local units of government to 
develop reservoir sites at less than their maximum capacity or in a manner jp 
consistent with an overall river basin plan. Conversely it is clear that local units 
of government cannot afford nor should they be required to develop at their sole | 
expense maximum-use, multiple-purpose reservoirs from which substantial bene 
fits accrue on a regional and interstate basis to users other than the local munie- 
pality. 

I am familiar with the statement filed with the committee in support of this | 
project by my colleague, the Honorable Edward H. Rees, the distinguished Repre 
sentative of the Fourth Congressional District of Kansas. I respectfully request 
that you permit the record to show my endorsement of his statement and of the 
reservoir project proposed by H.R. 4606. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from 
Kansas, Mr. Rees, the author of the bill. 

Without objection, the joint statement of the Honorable Andrew Ff, 
Schoeppel and the Honorable Frank Carlson, Members of the US. 
Senate from the State of Kansas, will be included in the record in- 
mediately following the statement of the Honorable Edward Rees. 

Mr. Harers. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Newell George from 


Kansas was not able to be here, and I would like to hand in a written 
’ i 


statement for him. 
Mr. Rocers. Without objection, the statement of Mr. George wil 
be included in the record immediately following the statement of 
Mr. Avery. 
You may proceed, Mr. Rees. 


STATEN 


Mr. E 
the opp 
purpose 
Bureau 
trict as 
Cheney 
HLR. 46 

Hows 
my dee 
city of 
Federal 
in the 
(AWR 
dated } 
Act of 
and ag 
dinatio 
the Pre 
approp 
a 
throug 

I am 
and to 
able Vi 
and R 
Aspins 
and th 
Congr 
tion be 

respec 

Lan 
to the 
US. | 
Reclai 
area 0 
engin 
Wash: 

Offi 
mittee 
by the 
discus 
I will 
think 
privil 
for th 
city o 

Th 
devel 


$sioner 
On helg 


nal Dis 


n Cop. 


8 Froy 


vility of 
Tial ug 
. people 
Zallons 
SOUree 
1g Some 
eclama. 
facing g 
margin 
DS 
3 Within 
jects as 
Govern. 


yn testi- 
mmittee 
P Stated 
» benefit 
lifferent 
opment, 
ment to 
nner jp- 
“al units | 
1eir sole 
al Dene. 
munici- 


L of this | 


written 


ge will 
rent of 


CHENEY DIVISION, WICHITA PROJECT, KANSAS 15 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD H. REES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Rees. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I welcome 
the opportunity to appear before this congressional committee for the 
purpose of requesting the strongest possible support of a proposed 
Bureau of Reclamation reservoir project commonly known in my dis- 
trict as the Cheney Reservoir project and officially described as the 
Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) as proposed in my bill, 

906. 

eer, before proceeding further I wish to express for the record 
my deep appreciation for the cooperation and assistance given to the 
city of Wichita and to this proposed reservoir project: (1) by the 
Federal departments and agencies and river basin States concerned 
in the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Interagency Committee 
(AWRRBIAC) as established by the President in letter directive 
dated May 19, 1950, pursuant to the provisions of the Flood Control 
Act of 1950; (2) by the various officials of the Federal departments 
and agencies concerned under the interagency agreement on the coor- 
dination of water and related land resources act ivities as approved by 
the President on May 26, 1954; and (3) by the various members of the 
appropriate congressional committees and their administ rative staff 
members whose advice and counsel have been made available freely 
throughout the planning of this project. 

I am particularly grateful for the many courtesies extended to me 
and to the official representatives of the city of Wichita by the Honor- 
able Walter E. Rogers of Texas, chairman of the House Irrigation 
and Reclamation Subcommittee, and by the Honorable Wayne N. 
Aspinall, of Colorado, chairman of the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. The advice and counsel of these Members of 
Congress have been made available in the finest tradition of coopera- 
tion between the legislative branch of the Federal Government and the 
respective State and local governments, 

Iam most appreciative of the splendid assistance and support given 
to the project by the Secretary and the various other officials of the 
U.S. Department of the Interior and particularly from its Bureau of 
Reclamation throughout the entire organization extending from the 
area office in Oklahoma City, the regional office in Amarillo, the chief 
engineer's office in Denver, and the Office of the Commissioner in 
Washington, D.C. 

Officials of the city of Wichita are here to appear before the com- 
mittee and to explain the project in as much detail as may be desired 

y the committee members. Therefore, I will not impose a lengthy 
discussion of the project upon the committee at this time. However, 
I will summarize briefly for the record certain information which I 
think the committee will find pertinent in its deliberations. I ask the 
privilege of filing a written statement with the committee as a matter 
for the record in conjunction with the statement and testimony of the 
city of Wichita. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a proposed joint 
development between the United States and the city of Wichita in 
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which the principal works comprising a dam and reservoir Would be 
constructed on the North Fork of the Ninnescah River some 6 miles 


north of Cheney, Kans., and some 25 miles west of Wichita, Kang | 


The Cheney division Wichita roject (Kansas) is proposed ag 

multiple-purpose project to provide (1) flood protection on a regiona| 
basis, (2) irrigation to limited tracts of land downstream from the 
reservoir site, (3) recreation benefits on a regional and interstate 
basis in an area largely devoid of such facilities at the present tim, 
(4) fish and wildlife conservation benefits of national and interns. 
tional significance, and (5) an urgently needed additional source of 
municipal water supply for the city of Wichita. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a joint ventur 
between the city of Wichita and the United States in which the gj 
assumes its proportionate share of the risk and agrees to repay wid 
interest the project cost allocated to municipal water supply. (Cop. 
struction cost of the dam, reservoir, basic recreation facilities, and 
fish and wildlife conservation facilities is estimated at $18,274,009 
The city of Wichita has approved a proposed repayment contract and 
has agreed to pay an amount not to exceed $7,396,000 plus inte 
which amount is approximately 40 percent of the construction cog 
and an allowance for contingencies, thus providing a margin of insur. 
ance against the necessity of contract renegotiation in the event of 
advancing prices. 

In addition, the proposed repayment contract provides that the city 
will at its own cost of $7,650,000 construct the pipeline and related 
transmission facilities required to transport water from the reservoir 
site to the city concomitantly with the construction of the Cheney Dam 
and Reservoir by the Federal Government. Thus, it may be seen that 
the total construction cost of dam, reservoir, basic recreation facilities, 
fish and wildlife conservation facilities, pipeline, and related trans. 
mission facilities approximates $25,924,000, of which amount the city 
of Wichita will pay approximately $15 million, or some 58 percent, 


In addition, the proposed repayment contract provides that the city | 


sas) represents a splendid example of complete cooperation between 
the local, State, and Federal Governments. 

Public funds for the appropriate investigations and reports have 
been made available both by the city of Wichita and by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. Data with respect to the geologic, engineering, 
financial, and economic aspects of the project have been exchanged 
freely and on a cooperative basis between the respective municipal, 
State, and Federal agencies concerned. 

The reconnaissance reports, the geologic reports, and the feasibility 
reports issued by the Bureau of Reclamation represent the combined 
best judgment of the various levels of government and are concurred 
in by the city of Wichita and its consulting engineers. 

The project has been conformed to policies and legislation of the 
three levels of government concerned with respect to matters of water 
supply, flood control, irrigation, hydroelectric power, pollution, fish 
and wildlife conservation, and recreation. 


The project recognizes (1) the desirability of substantial financial | 


participation at the local level in accordance with the so-called part 
nership policy of the Congress and the President; (2) the river basin 


plan as the most practical approach to the development of land and | 
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water resources on a regional basis irrespective of municipal limits 
or State boundaries; (3) the economic factors which make it imprac- 
tical for a single municipality to develop a river basin water resources 
program without the cooperation and participation of all levels of 
government involved; (4) the importance of maximum use of scarce 
reservoir sites and limited water resources in accordance with an. over- 
all river basin land and water resources development plan; (5) the 
interdependence of water supply and pollution abatement problems 
and the consequent responsibility of local government to make the 
best possible use of its water supply for the benefit of itself and down- 
users. . 
eiees before this committee today urging approval of the 
Cheney division, Wichita project (Kansas), at the earliest possible 
date. The time required for project engineering and project con- 
struction will exhaust the margin of reserve provided for the water 
supply of the city of Wichita by the installation of emergency water 
wells and will place this large urban-defense area comprising some 
15 percent of the population of the entire State of Kansas on “bor- 
rowed time” insofar as its water supply is concerned, 

The city of Wichita will appear before this committee to ask that 
the Congress authorize the project and approve as nonreimbursable 
those project costs attributed to flood control, recreation, and to the 
conservation of fish and wildlife. My concurrence with this request 
is indicated by my bill H.R. 4606 which provides for the joint partici- 
pation of the Federal Government and of local interests in accordance 
with present policies established by the Congress for the construction 
of multiple-purpose reservoir projects throughout the country. 

I am advised that the city of Wichita has complied with every 
request. for cooperative action that it has received from the Bureau 
of Reclamation and that the city of Wichita has taken every possible 
action to conform the project to existing Federal and State policies 
and legislation with respect. to water supply, flood control, irrigation, 

llution abatement, recreation, and the conservation of fish and wild- 
Efe Concluding nearly 5 years of such cooperative effort, the city 
of Wichita (1) has agreed to obligate itself for repayment with in- 
terest of the project costs allocated to municipal water supply pur- 
poses; (2) has agreed to construct the connecting pipeline and related 
transmission facilities from its own funds, unrelated to Federal financ- 
ing; (3) has purchased the distribution properties of the local water 
utility at a cost approximating $30 million; (4) has obtained approval 
of the appropriate applications for water rights for the reservoir site 
from an agency of the State of Kansas; (5) has complied with a 
pollution abatement program as approved by the Kansas State Board 
of Health and the U.S. Public Health Service, including the construc- 
tion of $6.5 million of additional sewage facilities; (6) has obtained 
the necessary enabling legislation from the Kansas State Legislature 
to permit a repayment contract for the Federal Government; (7) has 
secured the overwhelming approval of the electorate of Wichita in a 
special election authorizing construction of the proposed reservoir; 
(8) has agreed to operate and to maintain the facilities after construc- 
tion; and (9) has agreed to place the management of the reservoir for 
fish and wildlife conservation and recreation purposes in an appro- 
priate agency of the State of Kansas. 
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I am advised that the Bureau of the Budget has raised Certain | Furth 
questions in its review of the project report of the Secretary of thy | certain 


Interior. Specifically in its letter dated June 19, 1959, the Buregy Federal 
of the Budget recommends (1) that costs allocated among projg | ous allo 


purposes be based on a 50-year period analysis instead of a 10Q-yem | matters 
period analysis; (2) that only the incremental costs of $540,000 fy Budget 
providing fish and wildlife conservation facilities be allowed as againg | cular N 
the $4,598,000 proposed by the Secretary of the Interior; and (3) tha | costs in 
authorization of the project be deferred until Congress has had q| as the 
opportunity to een legislation recommended by the Presiden separal 
(S. 2060) for the purpose of establishing uniform cost-sharing stanq. | on Mar 
ards for flood control projects. I would like to discuss each of they | of the ! 
recommendations hereinafter. It may be pertinent to point out thy, standin 
the city of Wichita now finds itself in the position of having compli | in the : 
with all Federal requirements in accordance with the present Feder) | ects thu 
policies only to be faced with possible changes in these same policjg | that th 
which have applied to many similar projects throughout the country | on the 
(1) With respect to the matter of the 50-year period of analygs| the fisk 
versus the 100-year period of analysis, it should be pointed out tha | of sep 
there is nothing new or novel in this historical position of the Bureg,, the fw 
of the Budget as against the equally historical position of the Bureg | project 
of Reclamation and/or the Department of the Interior. Certainly} project 
multiple-purpose reservoir projects have a physical and an economic n 
life far in excess of 50 years. The proposed project includes ampk | amoun 
provision for 100 years of silting among other design and construction | Budge 
characteristics adopted for long-term purposes. Since the Congres | life co 
has repeatedly suppported the position of the Bureau of Reclamatig | with e 
on this matter in many other projects, I doubt if any other position | Vides: 
would be consistent at this time. } water 
(2) With respect to the reduced allocations of nonreimbursabk | 204 fc 
project costs allocated to fish and wildlife conservation purposes, it} #24 W 
seems to me the committee will wish to consider (a) whether the | PTOPo 
separable cost-remaining benefits method of calculating such benefits constr 
is consistent with policies adopted by the Congress on similar projects | 512m 
and (6) whether fish and wildlife conservation policies enacted by the | _ fits at 


Congress are to prevail or are to be subordinate to administrative nefi 
decisions of the Bureau of the Budget. Conse! 


I am advised that the fish and wildlife nonreimbursable costs of | Proce 
$4,598,000 as proposed in the Bureau of Reclamation report wer | Pes 
calculated on the basis of established practices and procedures. The | CY 
estimated fish and wildlife conservation benefits of approximately | he 
$290,000 annually were not established by the city of Wichita but | 
were calculated by an agency within the Department of the Interior , WS © 
(the bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife) in accordance with the | rot 
same practices and procedures which have been applied in several | alloca 
hundred other projects throughout the country. The capitalized | (1) 1 
value of the annual benefits represents some $10.6 million in fish and | ( 
wildlife conservation benefits. Also, I am advised that the Bureanof | sha 
Reclamation found in 1957 that the cost of providing similar ares (Pub 
facilities for fish and wildlife purposes by means of constructing small} orgy 
reservoirs (assuming sufficient other sites are available which assump | ’) i 
tion is questionable) would result in a greater cost than the amount (Pu 
allocated in the Cheney Reservoir for such purposes. act a 
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Further, I am advised that in the case of multiple-purpose reservoirs 


Certain | . -s 4 : 
of fit | certain differences of opinion have existed historically between the 
Bureay Federal departments and agencies concerned with respect to the vari- 


Projeq | gus allocations of project costs and benefits. I understand that these 
10-yey | matters were brought into an orderly solution by the Bureau of the 
100 fy Budget. on December 31, 1952, through the issuance of Budget Cir- 
againg | cular No. A47 providing for a uniform method of allocating project 
3) thay | costs in multiple-purpose reservoir projects. The method is known 
had ay | a8 the separable costs-remaining benefits method. The use of this 
esident | separable costs-remaining benefits method was agreed to subsequently 
‘stand. | on March 12, 1954, by the Department of the Army, the Department 
f theg | of the Interior, and the F ederal Power Commission. It is my under- 
ut thy standing that, this formula has been applied for a good many years 
mplief | in the allocation of project costs in multiple-purpose reservoir proj- 
‘ederg] | ects throughout the country. The suggestion of the Budget Bureau 


rolicies | that the flood control and municipal water supply costs be allocated 
yuntry ' on the basis of the separable costs-remaining benefits method and that 
nalysis the fish and wildlife conservation benefits be calculated on the basis 


it thy: | of separable cost only is inconsistent with established procedures and 
3 urea the fundamental thesis that costs in all multiple-purpose reservoir 
3ureay | projects should be allocated on a uniform basis applicable alike to all 
rojects. 
wal F In this particular case I am informed that while an incremental 
ample amount approximately $540, 100, as suggested by the Bureau of the 
uuction | Budget, is presumed to provide the facilities desired for fish and wild- 
ngreg | life conservation purposes, the proposition may be stated in reverse 
mation | With exactly the opposite result. The proposed reservoir project pro- 
osition | Vides for an inviolate conservation pool of some 10,000 acre-feet of 
| water to be maintained at all times insofar as other uses are concerned 
irsably | and for the acquisition of some 2,500 acres of additional lands for fish 
ges, it | and wildlife management. Using the same unit cost applied in the 
er the | proposed Cheney Reservoir project, it has been estimated that the 
enefits | construction of a single purpose 10,000-acre-foot reservoir would cost 
rojects | $12 million. Thus, inasmuch as the capitalized fish and wildlife bene- 
by thy | fits are $10.6 million, it may be seen that the Federal Government is 
ratiyg | benefiting approximately $2 for each $1 allocated to fish and wildlife 
conservation purposes under the separable costs-remaining benefits 
sts of | procedure. Similarly, flood control and municipal water supply pur- 
+ were | poses are benefiting also from a sharing of joint cost and that is pre- 
‘The | cisely what is intended in the allocation of the separable costs-remain- 
nately | ing benefits procedure. 
ta but e policy with respect to fish and wildlife conservation benefits 
rterior , Was established by the Congress and not by the Secretary of the In- 
th the | terior whose report recommends the amount of project costs to be 
everal | allocated of conservation benefits pursuant to the statutes as follows: 
‘alized | (1) The Fish and Wildlife Act of March 10, 1934 (Public Law 121, 
hand | 7d Cong.), which provides the basic authority for conservation of 
eauof | fish and wildlife; (2) The Fish and Wildlife Act of August 14, 1946 
r ares (Public Law 732, 79th Cong.), which amends the authority of the 
‘small | original act. and broadens the base of conservation participation; and 
sump: | (3) The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of August 12, 1958 
mount | (Public Law 624, 85th Cong.), which further amends the original 
act and provides for interagency consultation for conservation pur- 
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poses and for the allocation of costs to reflect conservation benefits; 
water reservoir projects. ‘| 

I quote from paragraph 2d of the Fish and Wildlife Coordinatig | 
Act (Public Law 624, 85th Cong.), dated August 12, 1958: “The S| 
retary of the Interior, in addition to allocations made under Section § 
of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, shall make findings oy the 
part of the estimated costs of the project which can properly be ally, 
cated to means and measures to prevent loss of and damage to Wildlif 
resources, which costs shall not be reimbursable, and an appropriag 
share of the project costs may be allocated to development and jy, 
provement of wildlife resources, with a finding as to the part of su 
allocated costs, if any, to be reimbursed by non-Federal fish and wild 
life agencies or interests.” 

I quote further from Public Law 624, 85th Congress, paragraph 
as follows: “In addition to other requirements, there shall be include 
in any report submitted to Congress supporting a recommendation fy | 
authorization of any new project for the control or use of water y 
described herein (including any new division of such project or ney 
supplemental works on such project) an estimation of the wildlif 
benefits or losses to be derived therefrom, including benefits to be dp 
rived from measures recommended specifically for the developmey 
and improvement of wildlife resources, the cost of providing wildlif 
benefits (including the cost of additional facilities to be installed » 
lands to be acquired specifically for that particular phase of wildlifs 
conservation relating to the development and improvement of wild 
life), the part of the cost of joint-use facilities allocated to wildli 
and the part of such costs, if any, to be reimbursed by non-Fedenl 
interest.” 

I am sure the committee is familiar with: (1) The Watershed Pr | 
tection and Flood Prevention Amendment Act (Public Law 865, 85th 
Cong.) approved September 2, 1958, which legislation amends th 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 1013 
84th Cong.) approved August 7, 1956, and directs the Secretary of | 
Agriculture to recognize fish and wildlife conservation benefits in | 
smaller projects and to bear an appropriate share of the costs; and 
also with (2) the Small Reclamation Project Act (Public Law 984, | 
84th Cong.) approved August 6, 1956, which permits Federal grants | 
for fish and wildlife purposes to the same extent as grants are per 
mitted under the Federal reclamation program. 

I believe members of this committee have been advised of the 
exchange of correspondence in the fall of 1959 between Wayne ¥. 
Aspinall, chairman of the House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, and Fred A. Seaton, Secretary of the Department of th 
Interior. I quote for the record from the November 10, 1959, reply of | 
Secretary Seaton as follows: “My predecessors as Secretary since 14 
and I have approved the method used by the Bureau of Sport Fish 
eries and Wildlife in evaluating fish and wildlife benefits by ou 
approval and adoption of departmental reports containing estimate 
based on this method. In evaluating the many technical procedure | 
used within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the var | 
ious water resources projects we utilize the opinion of experts trainel 
and experienced in the specialized fields involved. In the measure | 
ment of benefits for all functions of water resource projects, reliance 
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must be placed on determinations by those experts and specialists in 
the fields of irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric power, navigation, 
fish and wildlife, and all other purposes served by water resource proj- 
ects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent the exercise of judg- 
ment. Cost allocations are then, of course, computed on the basis of 
the evaluated benefits.” 

[am confident that the members of this committee are aware of the 
many multiple-purpose reservoirs that are being developed with Fed- 
eral aid throughout the arid and semiarid regions of the West. I need 
not point out that new reservoirs become correspondingly more impor- 
tant as additional links in a chain of reservoir projects provide fish 
and wildlife conservation purposes of regional, national, and interna- 
tional significance throughout this area. I am confident that the im- 

rtant conservation policies established by the Congress will not be 
nullified by the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget. 

(3) With respect to the legislative proposal prepared by the Bureau 
of the Budget to provide for uniform cost-sharing standards in flood 
control projects, it must be recognized that in theory at least there is a 

at deal of merit contained therein. In fact, Congress long ago 
recognized the desirability of uniform standards of participation in 
flood control projects, and as far back as in the Flood Control] Act of 
June 22, 1936 (Public Law 738, 74th Cong.) , Congress established the 
so-called A B C requirements: (4) Local interests to provide right- 
of-way; (B) local interests to hold and save the United States harm- 
less due to construction of the works; (C) local interests to maintain 
and to operate the works after construction. On the other hand, also 
as long ago as in the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938 (Public Law 
761, 75th Cong.), the A B C requirements were eased and again in the 
Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941 (Public Law 228, 77th Cong.), 
the A B C requirements were further amended. The net effect has 
been that since 1941 it has been Federal policy as spelled out in con- 

ressional legislation not to require reimbursement or contribution by 
ocal interests for flood control costs in Federal reservoir projects. 

As a practical matter, it has long been recognized that flood control 
is a proper function of the Federal Government. Basically, it is an 
activity in which substantial downstream benefits accrue to unidentifi- 
able beneficiaries on a regional and/or an interstate basis. As we 
understand better the desperate need for the maximum development 
of our water resources and for the maximum use of scarce reservoir 
sites through the construction of multiple-purpose reservoirs, it 
appears desirable that national policy foster these objectives. 

Iegislation proposed by the Bureau of the Budget (S. 2060) recog- 
nizes difficulties and complexities involved in administering cost-shar- 
ing standards for local interests in flood contro] projects and provides 
in section 3 therein that the proposed minimum participation shall be 
required only where flood control or flood prevention benefits accrue 
to identifiable beneficiaries. I understand that the Bureau of Recla- 
mation concluded in September 1956 that it would be impracticable to 
attempt to collect land enhancement benefits from the owners of scat- 
tered tracts extending some 50 miles downstream from the reservoir. 

The present policy of the.Congress with respect. to local participa- 


| tion in flood control works has been evolved as the result of an enor- 


mous amount of experience during the past 20 years. Whether this 
56708604 
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trend of experience is to be reversed quickly by the Congress remaing 
to be seen. In any event, I assume that if consideration of the pro. 
posed project is to be held up pending such policy determination } 
the Congress then it would be fair to expect that all other water pee 
ects now under consideration or hereafter to be under consideration} 
the Congress receive similar treatment. ’ 
In view of the growing water shortage that is developing thro 
out our country and in view of the fact that there are not now be; 
constructed or even being planned sufficient water projects to preven, | 
severe water shortages from developing in various areas within the | 
next decade, it is inconceivable to me that any delay would be pre. | 
scribed by the Congress. Particularly is this true in the case of | 
water project as urgently needed as the Cheney project wherein the 
local interests have agreed to pay a very substantial portion of the | 
costs and have complied with all present Federal requirements, 
Since I am not a member of this committee and therefore not privi- 
leged to question the representatives of the Bureau of Reclamatiq 
who may appear and testify with respect to the proposed project, | 
would urge the members of this committee to direct the following ques. 
tions to the appropriate witnesses as a matter for the record: (1) Js 
the method of project cost allocations on the basis of the 100-year 
analysis consistent with present policy of the Bureau of Reclamation | 
and with the method of cost allocations used in the past several year 
in other reclamation reservoir projects? (2) Is the allocation of por 
reimbursable costs for fish and wildlife conservation purposes consist- 
ent with reclamation law and the procedures used in other reclamation 
projects authorized in the past several years? (3) Has the Bureanof 
Reclamation constructed any reservoir projects in recent years in 
which flood control contributions have been required from local 
interests ? 
In conclusion, may I express my appreciation to the chairman and | 
to the members of this committee for this opportunity of appearing in 


support of the Cheney division Wichita project. (Kansas), and may] 
urge members of this committee to give favorable consideration to my 
bill, H.R. 4606, which authorizes the project. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Rees. 

Mr. Rees. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


JOINT STATEMENT OF Hon. ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL AND Hon. FRANK CARLSON, 
U.S. SENATORS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 





Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we welcome this opportunity to | 
file a formal statement with the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee of the | 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs for the purpose of expressing | 
in the strongest possible terms our joint support of the Cheney division Wichita , 
project (Kansas) as proposed by H.R. 4606. | 

Representatives of the city of Wichita have advised us of the courtesy and | 
consideration extended to them by the Honorable Walter E. Rogers, chairman of 
the House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, and by the Honorable 
Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman of the House Committee on Interior and Insulat 
Affairs. In behalf of the city of Wichita and of the entire State of Kansas, We 
would like to express our sincere appreciation of this splendid cooperation betwee | 
Federal, State, and local officials. 

We are familiar with the statement to be filed with the subcommittee in sup 
port of this project by our colleague, the Honorable Edward H. Rees, Member of 
Congress from the Fourth Congressional District of Kansas. We respectfully 
request that you permit the record to show our joint endorsement of the state 
ment and of the project proposed by H.R. 4606. 
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The proper development of water resources and the ultimate availability of an 
adequate supply of good water for municipal, agricultural, and industrial use will 
determine the destiny of our Nation and the ultimate survival of our people. : This 
yital resource is essential to the economic vigor, the social enjoyment, the indus- 
trial capability, and the defense of our country. — nn , 

The estimated withdrawal of water in 1955 in our Nation was approximately 
940 billion gallons per day of which some 20 percent was supplied from ground 
water sources and some 80 percent was supplied from surface water sources in- 
cluding some of the great reservoir projects previously constructed by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation and by the Corps of Engineers. It is quite clear that we 
would be facing a critical water shortage in certain areas of the country today 
except for the margin of safety provided by the reservoir projects already con- 
structed and in use. : 

It is estimated that by 1975 our Nation will have a population of 225 million 
people who will use some 450 billion gallons a day of our precious water re- 
sources. There are not now under Construction, or even planned for construc- 
tion by all the public and private agencies combined, sufficient water resources 
projects to provide the amount of water of acceptable quality that we will re- 
quire in 1975. The present rate of per capita use combined with the estimated 
population increase would strain our ability to meet our water requirements. 
However, it has been estimated that per capita water use will expand approxi- 
mately 25 percent during this period because of the rising standard of indi- 
vidual living and the increasing use of water in industry. It is quite clear that 
we will be tacing a crisis of disastrous proportions within the next few years if 
we do not continue the construction of water reservoir projects as rapidly as ap- 
propriate arrangements can be made between the Federal Government and the 
various local interests involved. 

Another important aspect of the water resources problem is the question of 
water quality. Technical experts have warned us that water quality deterio- 
rates with population and industrial expansion. They have pointed out that 
industrial wastes now pouring daily into our rivers and streams are approxi- 
mately double the 1920 sewage rate. Officials of the Public Health Service have 
estimated that water pollution is costing our country at least $1 billion per year. 
It is clear that the interdependence of water supply problems and pollution abate- 
ment problems imposes a direct responsbility upon municipalities to make the 
best possible use of their water for the benefit of themselves and downstream 
users. 

No single aspect of our water resources problem can be solved individually. All 
aspects of our water resources program must be fitted together in such a manner 
as to provide an orderly solution in an overall water resources program involving 
water supply, flood control, irrigation, pollution abatement, hydroelectric power, 
fish and wildlife conservation, and recreation. Indeed the entire history of 
Federal participation in water resources projects indicates a growing recognition 
of the need for maximum use multiple-purpose development of water resources 
projects with joint participation at the Federal and local levels. 

On February 17, 1959, Floyd E. Dominy, Commissioner of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, testified at some length before the House Irrigation and Reclamation 
Subcommittee stressing the importance of the construction of multiple-purpose 
reservoirs and the maximum use of reservoir sites. Commissioner Dominy stated 
that the Bureau of Reclamation, in the light of experience and with the benefit of 
hindsight, today would construct many of its present reservoirs on a different 
basis making maximum use of reservoir sites for multiple-purpose development. 
It is clearly not in the public interest to permit local units of government to 
develop reservoir sites at less than their maximum capacity or in a manner in- 
consistent with an overall river basin plan. Conversely, it is clear also that 
local units of government cannot afford nor should they be required to develop 
at their sole expense maximum use multiple-purpose reservoirs from which sub- 
stantial benefits accrue on a regional and interstate basis to users other than 
the local municipality. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a proposed joint develop- 
ment between the United States and the city of Wichita in which the principal 
works comprising a dam and reservoir would be constructed on the North Fork 
of the Ninnescah River some 6 miles north of Cheney, Kans., and some 25 miles 
west of Wichita, Kans. The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is 
Proposed as a multiple-purpose project to provide (1) flood protection on a 
regional basis; (2) opportunities for irrigation; (3) recreation benefits on a 

« 
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regional and interstate basis in an area largely devoid of such facilities 
present time; (4) fish and wildlife conservation benefits of national 
national significance; and (5) an urgently needed 
supply for the city of Wichita. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a joint venture be 
city of Wichita and the United States in which the city assumes its pro 
share of the risk and agrees to repay with interest the project cost allocated 
municipal water supply. Construction cost of the dam, reservoir, basis recreatios 
facilities, and fish and wildlife conservation facilities is estimated at $18 274 
The city of Wichita has approved a proposed repayment contract and has agreed 
to pay an amount not to exceed $7,396,000 plus interest, which amount is approxi 
mately 40 percent of the estimated construction cost plus an allowance for a 
tingencies, thus providing a margin of insurance against the necessity of contract 
renegotiation in the event of advancing prices. 

In addition, the proposed repayment contract provides that the city will at its 
own cost of $7,650,000 construct the pipeline and related transmission facilities 
required to transport water from the reservoir site to the city limits and that 
such construction will be undertaken by the city concomitantly with the construe. 
tion of the Cheney Dam and Reservoir by the Federal Government. Thus, it 
may be seen that the total construction cost of dam, reservoir, basic recreation 


3 and inter. 
additional source of Water 


Portionate 


at the | 


tween the | 


facilities, fish and wildlife conservation facilities, pipeline and related trans. 
mission facilities approximates $25,924,000 of which amount the city of Wichita | 


will pay approximately $15 million or some 58 percent. Furthermore, the city 


has constructed at a cost of $3.5 million increased water-treatment facilities of | 


sufficient capacity to handle the proposed additional source of supply. 

The city of Wichita has complied with every request for cooperative action 
that it has received from the Bureau of Reclamation and the city of Wichita 
has taken every possible action to conform the project to existing Federal and 
State policies and legislation with respect to water supply, flood control, irrigg. 
tion, pollution abatement, recreation, conservation of fish and wildlife, and river 
basin plans developed from studies authorized by the Congress. 

Concluding nearly 5 years of such cooperative effort, the city of Wichita (1) 
has agreed to obligate itself for repayment with interest of the project costs 
allocated to municipal water supply purposes; (2) has agreed to construct the 
connecting pipeline and related transmission facilities from its own funds unre 
lated to Federal financing; (3) has purchased the distribution properties of the 
local water utility at a cost approximating $30 million; (4) has obtained ap 
proval of the appropriate applications for water rights for the reservoir site 
from an agency of the State of Kansas; (5) has complied with a pollution 
abatement program as approved by the Kansas State Board of Health and the 
U.S. Public Health Service including the construction of $6.5 million of adéd- 
tional sewage treatment facilities; (6) has obtained the necessary enabling 
legislation from the Kansas State Legislature to permit a repayment contract 
with the Federal Government; (7) has secured the overwhelming approval of 
the electorate of Wichita in a special election authorizing construction of the 
proposed reservoir; (8) has agreed to operate and to maintain the facilities 
after construction; and (9) has agreed to place the management of the reservoir 


for fish and wildlife conservation and recreation purposes in an appropriate | 


agency of the State of Kansas. 


The city of Wichita will appear before this committee and ask that the Fed | 


eral Government authorize the project and approve as nonreimbursable those 
project costs attributed to flood control, recreation, and to the conservation of 
fish and wildlife. Our concurrence with this request is indicated by our joint 
bill S. 1092 which has been approved by the Senate to provide for the joint par 
ticipation of the Federal Government and the city of Wichita in accordance 
with present policies established by the Congress for the construction of multiple 
purpose reservoir projects throughout the country. 

We are advised that the Bureau of the Budget has raised certain questions in 
its review of the project report of the Secretary of the Interior. We believe these 
questions will be answered thoroughly and competently by Representative Rees 
in his statement filed with this committee and we concur with his statement 
We are confident that the members of this committee will wish to satisfy them- 
selves with respect to the policy questions which will be posed by Representative 
Rees to officials of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
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As former Governors of Kansas, we are aware that water is the lifeblood of 
ur State. Also, we are aware of the many multiple-purpose reservoir projects 
aan are being developed by the Federal Government throughout the arid and 
semiarid regions of the West. The members of this committee will appreciate 
the fact that new reservoirs become proportionately more important as addi- 
tional links are constructed in the chain of reservoir projects throughout the 
entire western area of our country. ‘ 

We believe the members of this committee will recognize the complete coopera- 
tion given to the Federal Government by the city of W ichita in connection with 
the proposed reservoir project. It is unique in our experience for a municipality 
to appear before the Congress in support of a joint Federal-municipal project 
only after every possible action has been taken by the municipality to conform 
the project to all applicable Federal policies with respect to water supply, flood 
control, pollution abatement, irrigation, fish and wildlife conservation and rec- 
reation; after the project has been developed as an integral part of a long-range 
river basin plan established pursuant to studies authorized by the Congress ; 
and after the governing body of the municipality has approved a proposed re- 
payment contract wherein it has agreed to repay with interest approximately 40 
percent of the estimated construction costs and approximately 58 percent of the 
total project costs which include a pipeline and related transmission facilities 
to be constructed by the municipality with non-Federal funds. j 

It should be emphasized that the city of Wichita is now in compliance with 
the pollution abatement program required by the Kansas State Board of Health 
and supported by the U.S. Public Health Service. Substantial additional sew- 
age treatment facilities are now under construction at a cost approximating 
$6.5 million. When construction of these primary and secondary sewage treat- 
ment works is completed the city of Wichita will be discharging some 50 million 
gallons of properly treated water per day into the navigable interstate Arkansas 
River. Reservoir releases for low streamflow augmentation for pollution abate- 
ment purposes will not be necessary. Maximum daily use will be made of the 
reservoir water production for municipal water supply purposes and downstream 
interstate users will benefit directly from the daily volume of water produced 
by the city of Wichita at its own cost and discharged into the Arkansas River 
without cost to downstream water users. 

In conclusion may we point out that insofar as the city of Wichita is con- 
cerned no further action is required at this time and the project is ready to go. 
May we express our appreciation again for this opportunity of appearing in 
support of the Cheney division, Wichita project (Kansas) and may we urge 
favorable consideration of H.R. 4606 to authorize the project. 


Mr. Rocers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Aspinall, for any questions. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any questions but I 
do want to commend Mr. Rees for his industry in supporting this 

roject. It is unfortunate that the legislation comes to us during the 
fast days of the session for consideration. We do try to consider 
matters in order on this committee and there are two or three other 
projects that have priority over this one. 

Mr. Rees has rendered a wonderful service, during his many terms, 
to his district and to the Nation. I have had the privilege of knowing 
his fine personality since I first came in Congress and have been privi- 
leged throughout the years since that time to have the benefit of his 
experience and service in Congress. 

Mr. Rees. I appreciate the chairman’s statement. It occured to 
us—or to me, at least—that this proposal, when we get through, will 
be in such compact form that, with the familiarity of the chairman of 
the full committee and the chairman of the subcommittee, we might 


be able to work it out. We hope so. We appreciate your kind 
consideration. 
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Mr. Rogers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado 
Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. I join with the chairman of the full COMMitteg 
in commending Mr. Rees on his splendid statement. I had the Pleas. 
ure of being in Wichita with the chairman of the subcommittee Jag 
summer and meeting with the mayor of Wichita and others intereste4 
in the project. Mr. Rees was also present and indicated his ful] 
port of the project at that time. 

I cannot fet this occasion pass without also paying tribute to Cop, 
gressman Rees for his outstanding service in the House of Represents. 
tives. I sincerely regret that Mr. Rees has seen fit to announce he wil] 
not be a candidate for reelection. I know that the disappointment 
over his retirement is shared by Republicans and Democrats alike, }, 
has been a real privilege to be associated with Mr. Rees in the Hous 
I have greatly enjoyed my association with him and perhaps I am, 
little prejudiced in favor of anything he may want. 

Mr. Rocrrs. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Sisk. I am sorry I was not here to hear the first part of my 
colleague’s statement. I appreciate your appearance here, Mr. Rees 

Mr. Rees. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Langen. 

Mr. Lancen. May I use my time, Mr. Chairman, to join in the 
compliments that have been paid to Mr. Rees this morning. Surely his 
clear and concise statement on behalf of this project is only further 
evidence of the very proficient manner in which he has served his 
State and the Nation over the years. I would say, as a new Member 
of Congress, it is my regret I have not had the privilege of follow. 
ing his wisdom over the years. It is a real pleasure to have you here 
this morning, Mr. Rees. 

Mr. Rees. Thank you. You are more than kind. 

Mr. Rogers. Of course we are all sorry to see Mr. Rees retire, but 
if there was ever a man who in my knowledge has earned retirement 
by his service, I think it is Ed Rees of Kansas. When I first came 
to Congress he was one of the first men I became acquainted with 
and I was deeply impressed at that time with the fact that when you 
asked him a question you always got a straight answer; and there is 
nothing in the world more worthwhile to me than a man you can get 
a straight answer from. There are a lot of things in the world today 
as to which you do not get a straight answer. 


Sup- 


I am sorry to see Mr. Rees retire, but I hope we will still have the | 


opportunity of seeking his advice. 
Mr. Rees. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


i 
| 


| 
' 


Mr. Rocrrs. The committee will now hear from the departmental | 


witnesses. We have with us the Hon. Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, and a former member of this committee; 
and also Mr, William I. Palmer, Assistant Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion, who will be accompanied by Mr. D. R. Burnett and Mr. M. G. 
Barclay, of Oklahoma City. 

As I understand, Mr. Secretary, you wanted to make a brief opening 
statement, and if all of you will come forward you can occupy places 
around the witness table and Mr. Aandahl will make the first state 
ment, followed by Mr. Palmer. 

You may proceed, Mr. Aandahl. 
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sTATEMENTS OF HON. FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
|” oF THE INTERIOR; AND WILLIAM I. PALMER, ASSISTANT COM- 
‘mite | Y{ISSIONER OF RECLAMATION; ACCOMPANIED BY D. R. BURNETT, 
‘Pleas |  GATEF, DIVISION OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT; M. G. BARCLAY, 
eels | spEA ENGINEER, AREA OFFICE, OKLAHOMA CITY; AND FRED 


lorado, | 


Met GUGEL, ENGINEER, DIVISION OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT, BU- 
* | REAU OF RECLAMATION 

a Mr. Aanpant. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

senita- air. Se spartment of the Interior are pleased to appear before 

he will We from the Department o or are pleas ) appear ber¢ 

itment | this committee 1n support of the authorization of the Cheney division 


ce, It | of the Wichita project. 


House Mr. William I. Palmer, the Assistant Commissioner of the Bureau 
am 4 of Reclamation, has a prepared statement outlining some of the im- 


portant factors which we feel should be considered. With your per- 
mission, I would like to suggest that we hear that presentation, after 
of my | which I shall be glad to join in answering questions or such other 


- Rees discussion as the committee may wish to have. 
| Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. Palmer, you may proceed with the statement. 
in the Mr. PALMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Bd ' eo 
ely his With me at the table are Mr. D. R. Burnett, Chief of the Project 
urther | Development Division; Mr. M. G. Barclay, area engineer of the area 


ed his | Office at Oklahoma City; and also, at the map, Mr. Fred Gugel is 
» e . = . . ee » . 
ember here. He is an engineer in the Division of Project Development and 


ollow. will identify, as we progress, the features of the project that we will 
uher | bediscussing. eA ald 

The Cheney division of the Wichita project is an important element 

of the multipurpose Wichita project, which has been planned to pro- 

re, but vide for a high degree of control and development of the waters of 

ement | the Ninnescah River Basin, a major tributary of the Arkansas River 

came in south-central Kansas. The two major divisions of the Wichita 

| with project are: (1) The Cheney division, consisting of the multipurpose 

n you | Cheney Dam and Reservoir on the North Fork of the Ninnescah River, 

rere ig | about 24 miles west of Wichita, Kans.; and (2) the Murdock division 

an get | comprising the multipurpose Murdock Dam and Reservoir on the 

today | South Fork of the Ninnescah River, about 30 miles southwest of 

"| Wichita. 
ve the | Mr. Gugel, would you please identify the two divisions on the map? 
Mr. Gueex. This is the Cheney division and this is the Murdock 
division, the Murdock Dam and Reservoir [indicating on map]. 

nental | Mr. Parmer. The investigations of the Wichita project, Cheney 

jstant | division, followed earlier investigations of the Ninnescah River Basin, 

vittee: which have been summarized in the 1955 report of the Arkansas- 

Jama. | White-Red Interagency Committee. That report included the Wichita 

M. G project as a category I project, considered feasible and desirable for 

| early development. The detailed plans were prepared by the Bureau 

ening | Of Reclamation under a cooperative agreement with the city of 


places | Wichita. Under this agreement the city contributed $50,000 toward 
state- | the cost of those investigations and, through its consulting engineers 
| and other staff, furnished full cooperation to the Bureau. 
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The Cheney division has been selected for development before the | using th 
Murdock division because of better quality of water and its proximi En ne 
to the city of Wichita. Cheney Reservoir, in addition to serving th ropoee 
primary purposes of municipal water supply for the city of Wichit, 


1 
and flood control, would also provide desirable fish and wildlife and | ag 
recreational benefits. ' The f 

The Murdock division is considered appropriate for development rtuni 
at a later date for additional municipal water supply, irrigation flood Pemific 
control, and other purposes whenever the needs of the area and eC. rh wo 
nomic conditions will justify full development of the Wichita project, | ance Wi 
When the Murdock division is proposed, about 11,000 acres of irrigable | the D-Vé 
land will be included in the plan. | chased i 


The Secretary of the Interior forwarded to the Congress on Julyg | The 
1959, a report on the Cheney division of the Wichita project. This | $4,518, 
submittal included the planning report of February 9, 1957, whig increas 
was based on 1955 and 1956 data. The same transmittal included | yse of t 
reappraisal report that shows the effects of the drought of 195947 | and the 
upon the safe yield of the reservoir and brings up to date the estimated | jn that 
construction cost. The report, together with the reappraisal, jg Recr 
printed in House Document 198, 86th Congress. Due mainly to ip. , for Fec 


creases in construction costs and land prices, the estimated constrye. quired 
tion cost of the Cheney division is now $18,274,000, as compared with | The pl 
$15,120,000 in House Document 198. The data which we will present ek 
today are wholly consistent with the reappraisal report. tratior 

Wichita, the major urban area in the region, is experiencing rapid | tion is 


population and industrial growth. The metropolitan area has in- | analy: 
creased from some 210,000 persons in 1950, to about 331,000 persons The 
in 1960. Should the present rate of growth continue the pop on the 
projection presented on page 21 of House Document 198 would appear | follov 
to be very conservative. bame fi 
The city of Wichita under application dated January 20, 1956, | Recrea 
filed for nght to appropriate 52,460 acre-feet per year of North Fork | Wildli 

flows for municipal use. 

. . . . ' 

The plan proposed, in accordance with the desires of the city of | 


Wichita, contemplates coordination of operation of Cheney Reservoir | AM 
with the withdrawals by the city of ground waters from its present | Vol! 
Equus beds well field. The project studies established that the regu- Th 


lated flows of the North Fork at the Cheney site, together with the | with 
ground water supply, even with a recurrence of the peak drought years | St 
1956 and 1957, will give the city a critically needed municipal supply pond 
fully usable under the plan here proposed. By 
In the 1957 report, the cost allocated for repayment by the city was Fede 
$6,169,000. The reappraisal report increases this allocation to $7; , Muni 
314,000, both including interest during construction. The change in | Fioo 
cost was largely because of increased construction costs. bs 
Cheney Reservoir will provide flood control benefits of $357,000 an- | — 
nually, giving protection to agricultural land and improvements, 
highways, and railroads in the Ninnescah Valley, and to a lesser T 
extent, in the Arkansas Valley. inte’ 
The proposed allocation of construction costs to flood control m | ¢o9¢ 
the 1957 report of $4,359,000 was based on capitalization of annual | pedi 
flood control benefits of $357,000 which were reduced to $248,700 to | py | 
provide for anticipated deflation in long-term expected values. By : 
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using the 1955 annual values of $357,000 supplied by the Corps of 
Engineers without adjustment for deflation, the reappraisal report 
roposes an allocation of $6,350,000. The latter method of capitaliz- 
ing current net benefits over a 100-year perid at 214 percent 1s con- 
sistent with the present procedure of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The plan of development would provide an increase in fishing op- 

rtunity of regional significance and waterfowl benefits of national 
significance. A minimum pool of 10,000 acre-feet in Cheney Reser- 
yoir would be maintained for fish and wildlife purposes. In accord- 
ance with Fish and Wildlife Service recommendations, lands above 
the 5-year flood frequency contour totaling 2,500 acres would be pur- 
chased in fee simple for wildlife purposes. 

The 1957 report proposed an allocation of construction cost of 
¢4.518,000 to fish and wildlife. This in the reappraisal report is 
increased to $4,598,000. The small adjustment is accounted for in the 
use of the separable costs-remaining benefits method of cost allocation 
and the interrelationship of flood control and fish and wildlife benefits 
in that equation. 

Recreational facilities recommended by the National Park Service 
for Federal construction consist of only the minimum basic facilities re- 
quired for the protection and accommodations of the visiting public. 
The plan contemplates that additional recreational facilities not pro- 
ed for Federal construction would be provided under the adminis- 
tration of a State agency. No allocation of joint works costs to recrea- 
tion is included. The allocation, therefore, remains the same in both 
analyses at $304,000. 

The estimated cost of construction of Cheney Dam and Reservoir 
on the basis of October 1958 prices, which reflect current costs, is as 
follows: 





I a il ia i a deer $17, 670, 000 
a ECON: UNI bi wicscn es pec edhe ces ofc os sib tice ecgp eh cant ie 304, 000 
Wildlife management land acquisition__.________________________-_ 300, 000 

Total Federal construction costs... .............. 18, 274, 000 


Annual costs of operation and maintenance for the dam and reser- 
voir are estimated at $14,300. 

The annual economic cost would total $537,400 which compares 
with annual equivalent total benefits of $1,589,500 to give a benefit- 
cost ratio on a 100-year period of analysis of 2.96 to 1. The corres- 
ponding benefit-cost ratio for a 50-year period would be 2.32 to 1. 

By the separable costs-remaining benefits method of cost allocation, 
Federal construction costs would be divided as follows: 


Municipal water supply (reimbursable)__.----_-_-___-- $7, 022, 000 
Flood control] (nonreimbursable)...._.............._..._. | 6, 350, 000 
Fish and wildlife (nonreimbursable)____________...._ 4, 598, 000 
Minimum basic recreation facilities (nonreimbursable)_____ tied” oe 304, 000 

a a a os ee 18, 274, 000 


_ The city of Wichita would be required to repay with a propriate 
Interest over a 40-year period $7,144,000 which is derived i" adding 
$292,000 for interest during construction to the above allocation and 
reducing that total of $7,314,000 by the $50,000 already contributed 
by the city and $120,000 of capitalized operation and maintenance 


56708—60——_5 
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costs for flood control as it is proposed that after completion the ¢ity 
will operate and maintain the reservoir. . 

In addition to repaying its portion of construction costs as outlin, 
the city of Wichita on its own would provide all pipelines, pumpi 
plants, and related facilities to deliver project water to the city, Thy 
estimated cost of these works is $7,650,000. The city has completed 
all necessary arrangements to finance the concurrent construction of 
these works, 

Our report was coordinated with the affected States and interested 
Federal agencies as required by law and interagency agreement, an( 
was reviewed by the Bureau of the Budget. The Bureau of the 
Budget, by letter of June 19, 1959, advised that there would be po 
objection to submission of the report to the Congress, but recom. 
mended (1) that authorization of the project be deferred until action 
has been taken upon pending flood contro] cost-sharing bills such a 
S. 2060; (2) that only the specific and separable costs of providing 
for fish and wildlife be allocated to that purpose; and, (3) that the 
period of economic analysis be 50 years instead of 100 years. 

These in essence are the three questions posed by Congressman 
Rees, and I would like to attempt partial reply to those questions 
in this statement. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you want to do that now ? 

Mr. Patmer. Yes, sir. It is contained in this statement. 

Flood control storage capacity in multiple-purpose reservoirs av- 
thorized for construction under reclamation law is generally consid- 
ered nonreimbursable. This is true also in the case of reservoirs built 
by the Corps of Engineers. Although the Department of the Interior 
has endorsed in principle the purposes of S. 2060, we do not believe 
it desirable to defer action on essential water conservation projects 
pending action on this or other legislative proposals by the Congress, 

The Congress, in enacting the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
of 1958, recognized the principle of nonreimbursable allocation to fish 
and wildlife. This same act also authorized the allocation of joint 
works costs to this purpose. This being the case, we have allocated on 
the separable costs-remaining benefits basis the fish and wildlife shar 
of joint works costs and the cost of specific facilities required for 
this important purpose. This is consistent with established proce 
dures. 

In recognition of the long useful economic life of such projects as 
Cheney Dam and Reservoir, our analysis of benefits and costs is based 
upon a 100-year period. Use of 100 years as the upper limit for eco- 
nomic analysis is consistent with Bureau procedure and is fully sup- 
ported by the life expectancy of this structure. Actually this reservoir 
would be serviceable for a much longer period than 100 years. 

It is inconceivable that advances in technology or substitute facilities 
will make Cheney Reservoir obsolete or uneconomic. All signs in 
fact point to an ever-increasing rate of demand for water, for water- 
based recreation, and for flood control. Long before that 100-year 
period has elapsed, the water requirements of the Wichita area will 
exceed the capacity of existing facilities and of Cheney Reservor, 
and will make it necessary to develop still additional water. 
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Adopting the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget with 
regard to the fish and wildlife and allocation and the 50-year period 
of analysis would result in cost allocations about as follows: 

analysis 


Municipal water (reimbursable) ---~---------------------------- $10, 520, 000 
Flood Dees: (RoerelmbUrenDle) q......nnce en nnn nenenewenmes 6, 910, 000 
Fish and wildlife ( Sumpertnpetea@ure ) 2.055 o See 040, 000 
Minimum pasic recreation facilities (nonreimbursable) ~--..----_~- 304, 000 
A a scsi etiaeininin ainccrinaaigliagne habeas iblianiptit 18, 274, 000 


share | 


d for 


proce: 
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based 
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The corresponding benefit-cost ratio would be 2.32 to 1, as I have 
mentioned earlier. hes pe dige 

If the flood control cost-sharing criteria under consideration in 
g, 2060 were adopted, about $2,073,000 of the flood control allocation 
would be reimbursable by local interests to the extent they are identi- 
fable. It must be recognized that the full effect of flood control is 
not confined to the immediate vicinity of the dam and in this case the 
city of Wichita does not share in flood control protection. 

As you will note from the map, the Ninnescah River does not flow 
through the city of Wichita. The city of Wichita, being the entity 
picking up the check under the budget proposal, would be required to 
pay back the cost of flood control for the benefit of people living 
inthe Ninnescah and Arkansas River valleys. 

Accordingly, the Department believes that its recommendations on 
this project are sound and that H.R. 4606 should be enacted subject 
only to the clarifying amendments proposed in the departmental re- 
port of August 6, 1959. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Palmer. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall, 
for any questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I understand the planning report and also your 
report, the payout period is 40 years, is that correct ? 

Mr. Parmer. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. AsprnaLy. You have gone to some length to explain the reasons 
for your use of the 100-year period to calculate the benefits from this 
project. However, I have not been able to find anything in your 
statement as to what the benefit-cost ratio is by figuring direct bene- 
fits only over a 50-year period and over a 100-year period. 

Mr. Parmer. I believe Mr. Barclay has those here or he can furnish 
them later. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Let us have them now if they are available. 

Mr. Burnett. I have them now. 

The direct benefits on a 50-year basis are 2.28; and the direct bene- 
fitson a 100-year basis are 2.90. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you. 

What is the effect as far as the allocation to fish and wildlife is con- 
cerned on a 50-year payout ? 

Mr. Barctay. I can supply that in a moment. 

Mr. Asprvaty. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest it be placed in the 
record of the hearings at this point. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection it is so ordered. 
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(The information follows :) 


Wichita project, Cheney division, Kansas—Comparison of allocations 











4 j . * oF ¢ 
struction cost for various functions under 100-year and 50-year pitied 
analyses, with benefits capitalized at an interest rate of 21% percent t 

i 

Period of analysi 

Function | ae ® analysis 
i 

100-year 50-year 
—T Se ’ ee ge 
Municipal water supply- ---..--------------- patel a ciel anes a $7, 022, 000 104, 009 
NE RNa a ok Seo nt cc crincswonn'ns peaeat as Seadins 6, 350, 000 5, 715,09 
Fish and wildlife. nonpeithenenes bance .-| 4, 598, 000 415.0 

Hewes... . J..~--2-52.----- 22 5-55--- 304, 000 a 
I ee 

DORE). < 2 < nn ncccnsennsennnecsecceeses= crcecserce= ------ -- 18,274, 0 | 18, 274, 099 i 





Mr. Asprnati. Governor Aandahl, I will ask you this question: 
As a matter of policy, we have other projects up before this committe 


where the Bureau of the Budget has stated its position on the mattey | 
of the interest rate on the reimbursable allocation, yet in neither the | 


letter which the Department of the Interior has forwarded to us jy 


which they make reference to the Bureau of the Budget’s position | 


on this project or in the letter which the Bureau of the Budget sent 
to the Senate stating their position have they made any reference to 
the matter of interest at all. 

Why did they leave out any reference in this particular project 
legislation as to their position on interest ? 

Mr. Aanpau. I would say that as far as the Department of the 
Interior is concerned we were satisfied with the interest provision 
you find on page 3 of the bill which we have under consideration, | 


cannot comment on what the Bureau of the Budget’s reason was for | 


not commenting on it. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I appreciate the position of the Department of the 
Interior and, as I have said so often, what causes the Congress mor 
difficulty than anything else in these particular matters is to have 
bureaus or departments under the Chief Executive differ in this matter, 
In the consideration of the Norman project we had the same language 
used in the original legislation that 1s used in this authorizing legisla 
tion, yet the Bureau of the Budget took issue with that recommenda- 
tion and asked that the interest provision be made to comply with the 
Water Supply Act in the omnibus Rivers and Harbors Act of 1958, 
Why in one and not in the other? 

Mr. Aanpantw. I think probably the only way I can answer that 
question, Mr. Chairman, is to say that the position on the interest 
formula is somewhat open ended at the present time. You find that 
situation in the executive branch just as you find it in the legislative 
branch. There are differences of opinion and we find some acts that 
have been passed by Congress that provide for one formula and other 
acts that provide for a different formula. It is an open-ended question 
that is open to debate at the present time. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Aandahl, it has been subject to debate and con- 
sideration since 1939 and I think one of the reasons we have this 
variance from 214 percent to approximately 414 percent is because 


- 


we have not had any uniformity of recommendations from the depart- 
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ments downtown or any uniformity from the committees having 
‘yrisdiction here on the Hill, and it makes it very difficult for us. 

Mr. Aanpant. I appreciate that. It is difficult for you and it is 
difficult for us but it is one of the problems that we have to deal with. 

Mr. Asprnau. Is this formula proposed in this legislation more 
advantageous to the users of the project than the formula set forth 
inthe Water Supply Act of 1958 ¢ 

Mr. AanpauL. I think the two formulas are substantially the same. 
The formula in this bill has some administrative advantages, but as 
far as the water users are concerned and its general effect, it is sub- 
stantially the same. : 

For example, it is a convenience to the Department of the Interior 
administratively to have the interest rounded to the nearest one-eighth 
instead of going out into a long fraction. _ hes 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Let me ask you this: Which do you think is the most 
advantageous to the users in their relationship to the taxpayers of the 
United States ¢ ve 

Mr. Aanpau. I do not think there is any appreciable difference in 
the formula in the Water Supply Act and the formula in this bill. 

Mr. Asprnauy. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I am just trying to reconcile some of these figures you 
used in the report, Mr. Palmer. As I understand, if we followed 
the Bureau of the Budget recommendations at the bottom of page 7, 
what you would actually do would be to add a substantial portion of 
the nonreimbursable cost to flood control. In fact, you have in- 
creased that by $540,000. I do not quite understand the reason for 
that particular increase. 

What I am attempting to do here is trying to compare the figure 
on page 5 of your statement with the figure on page 7. I have lost 
$20,000 somewhere. My question goes to the justification for an 
increase in the flood control benefits in one set of figures as against 
the benefits used in another set of figures. 

Mr. Parmer. I would like to explain that this way: If you reduce 
the amount you allocate to fish and wildlife, you would automatically 
have a larger amount that would have to be apportioned between the 
other functions; therefore flood control picks up part of the larger 
amount. 

You are aware, Mr. Sisk, that in no instance do these amounts (that 
is, allocations to flood control and fish and wildlife) equal the total cap- 
italized benefits. This fish and wildlife allocation, capitalized, runs to 
$10 or $11 million, but when you consider the sharing of both costs 
and benefits you get the relationship that has been developed on page 
4and again on page 5. 

Mr. Sisk. In the breakdown as used under recommendations of the 
Bureau of the Budget the reimbursable cost would go up from 
$7,022,000 to $10,520,000 ? 

Mr. Parmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Burnerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Some way I get a difference of about $20,000 in these 
figures, which may not be important. 

Mr. Buryerr. Did you desire a further explanation ? 





34 CHENEY DIVISION, WICHITA PROJECT, KANSAS 


Mr. Sisk. No. I want to go now to a question having to do y 
the last paragraph on page 3. This is more or less for my own edi 
tion. I do not understand what you mean by “anticipated deflatig 
long-term expected values.” You are discussing the proposed al] 
tion of construction costs to flood control in the 1957 report as 
the 1955 report and you use the figures of $357,000 as against $248.79) 
“to provide for anticipated deflation in long-term expected values? | 
I do not know what you mean by that. i 

Mr. Paumer. Mr. Sisk, I do not blame you. It is a matter y 
discussed at considerable length during the Norman hearings and iti 
the same answer. At that time the method developed was to antiga. 
pate the long-term deflation in values, and the people who were work. | 
ing in that particular area of economics felt that over the next 50 or 1qj 
years the long-term benefits would tend to go down to reflect y 
return to what they thought of as the “normal” situation. They eo. | 
strued the $357,000 figure as representing a more or less inflated Posi. 
tion which over the 50- or 100-year period ahead would more nearly 
balance out at the lower figure. 

The practice at that time was to reduce current values to the prv- 
jected long-term deflated values. We have long since abandoned thy 
and recognized that there was no good foundation for doing that jp | 
the first place. So in the reappraisal report we have taken the pe | 
annual flood control benefit values given to us by the corps and capi> | 
talized them, and used these capitalized values in the separable cog. | 
remaining benefits allocation procedure to get the allocation. 

Mr. Sisk. I think that is right. I do not think I have run acms 
that idea of attempting to project values a long time in the future, | 
think if we go back and look at history and anticipate the growth ot | 
this country in population or otherwise, I am inclined to agree with 
vou that I do not necessarily think there will be much deflation. 

Mr. Pautmer. We do not think it was a good device, but it was ip 
use at that time. 

Mr. Sisk. As I understand, this bill and your report go specifically 
to the Cheney division, and the other division which the gentleman 
pointed out on the map is contemplated for development at some later 


ith 
ica. 
Nin 
OC. 
against | 


time ? | 


Mr. Parmer. That is correct, Mr. Sisk; this bill and the report go 
only to the Cheney division. We are not now in a position even to 
forecast when we might come to this committee seeking authority to 


build the second division. But when the economic conditions justify | 


it, when the economy of the area has ripened to the point when tt 
should be developed, we would seek subsequent authorization of it. 


Mr. Sisk. It would be a project that would stand on its own feet, | 


so to speak, and it would not affect the benefit-cost ratio of the present 
contemplated Cheney division ? 

Mr. Parmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. They are separate projects and do not lean on each other; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Patmer. That is correct, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth. 


Mr. Cuenowetu. Mr. Palmer, do you recommend the 50- or 10+ 


year period ? 
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Mr. Parmer. The Bureau planning reports are all done on a 100- 
year basis, and also on the 50-year basis. In this particular case, and 
in fact in the case of most projects of the Bureau, the 100-year period 
is the desirable period of the analysis because it is more consistent 
with the benefits the project will produce. In this part icular case, the 
project will have full utility long after the 100-year period used in the 

sis. 
me enibvaers. The effect of going into the 50-year period would 
be to transfer some of the cost of the project to the city of Wichita 
for waters which are now allocated to fish and wildlife costs. The 
city of Wichita would pay $10,520,000 under the 50-year period and 
under the 100-year period it would pay $7,022,000. Isthatright? 

Mr. Parmer. No, sir. The difference between the two figures is 
accounted for largely by allocating only the separable costs to fish 
and wildlife, thus shifting a higher portion of joint costs to the re- 
maining beneficiaries sharing in such costs. In this case, the alloca- 
tion to municipal and industrial water would increase sharply. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. How long would it take the city of Wichita to 
pay out this project ! . ; . : ; 

Mr. Parmer. This project is fully reimbursable in the 40-year 

eriod. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Then would not the 50-year period be the logical 
period for the project ? 

Mr. Parmer. The Congress has had before it many projects of this 
kind. We always work them up in terms of the 50-year analysis and 
the 100-year analysis. We believe when you are dealing with a 
resource project that will have utility beyond 100 years that is the 
proper approach. 

Mr. Cuenowern. The Bureau of the Budget recommends that the 
city of Wichita pay $10,520,000, or 57.6 percent ? 

Mr. Parmer. That is correct. 

Now, Mr. Chenoweth, at this point it might be proper to identify 
the basic problem here. 

The Bureau of the Budget approach says you should allocate for 
support of fish and wildlife only separable costs, which in this instance 
would be the cost of land for specific wildlife purposes and the incre- 
mental cost of the multipurpose reservoir over that for a dual-purpose 
reservoir without fish and wildlife. This, the Budget proposes, should 
be the only cost allocated to fish and wildlife. 

The departmental recommendation, which is in full harmony with 
the sense of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, and the amend- 
ment thereto, would have the fish and wildlife purpose share in the 
joint cost of the construction of jointly used project works. This 
accounts for the basic difference between the figures as given in the 
report and the recommendation of the Department as compared to 
those in the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget. 

In the case of recreation, only specific costs are allocated under the 
departmental approach and also under the recommendation of the 
Bureau of the Budget, there being no general legislation to permit 
us to do anything else. 

Mr. Cuenowern. What about the allocation to Fish and Wildlife? 
_ Mr. Parmer. Mr. Chenoweth, the allocation to Fish and Wildlife 
is derived on the basis of not taking benefits that are, shall we say, 
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identified or certified to us by the agency or department people quali 
fied to speak in that area and then running those through the separable 
cost-remaining benefits allocation procedure. 
Mr. CuenowetTu. Which agency did you use in this instance? 
Mr. Paumer. The Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Mr. Cuenoweru. Do you take their figures without question? 
Mr. Parmer. We work with them very closely, but in the final analy. 
sis they are the agency charged by the Congress and by the Secretary 
with the responsibility in this area. : 


Mr. Cuenowetn. | want to make this observation: Apparently We | 
are a little backward in our part of the country in figuring these fig | 


and wildlife benefits on our projects. We had the Midstate project 
in Nebraska before the committee a couple of weeks ago. This is a $9] 


million project and they had $10.8 million allocated to Fish and Wild. | 


life. That was unusually high. However, here is an $18 millign | 


project where you have $4.6 million allocated to Fish and Wildlife 
Mr. AanpauL. Mr. Congressman, may I respond to that question! 
Mr. Cuenowetu. I would be delighted to hear from my forme 
colleague. 
Mr. AaAnpAnu. May I observe that the Bureau of Reclamation jp 


handling these figures takes information that it receives from the tech. | 


nicians in the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife on the same 
basis that it takes the technical information from the Corps of Engi- 
neers on the matter of flood control. They are handled substantially 
in the same way. 

Mr. CueNoweTu. You must have some experts down there in the 
Fish and Wildlife Service who are using up a lot of pencils and paper, 
They certainly come up with some pretty caleieieial figures. 


It appears to me that that is a rather large allocation for Fish and | 


Wildlife. I made the same comment on the Nebraska project when | 


that project was before the committee. 

Mr. Aanpaut. May I just make one more statement in connection 
with fish and wildlife? 

Mr. CuEenoweru. Surely. 

Mr. Aanpauu. As you know, the recognition of fish and wildlife 


benefits in multipurpose water development projects is constantly | 


being increased. The amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Coordina- 
tion Act which became effective on August 12, 1958, provides that 
Federal agencies authorized to construct and operate water control 
projects are hereby authorized to modify or add—and I will skip some 
of the quote—in order to accommodate conservation of wildlife re 
sources as an integral part of such projects. 

We have now begun to think of the fish and wildlife purpose as an 
integral basic purpose of the multipurpose development projects. 

Mr. Asprnauty. Would my colleague yield to me at that point! 

Mr. Cuenowertu. Of course. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Would it not be better and far more advantageous 
to the legislative program of this legislation if we had the regular 
payout period of 50 years so that we do not have to put so much empha- 
sis on this allocation to fish and wildlife? 

We have never gone before Congress with a fish and wildlife allo 
cation that amounts to approximately one-fourth or one-fifth of the 
total amount of the cost of the project, as we are in this particular 
instance. 
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We were criticized on the Norman project, where the allocation was 
about half of what it is in this project, and we had difficulty in get- 
ting it approved. Yet, this comes up before us with a 40-year payout 

riod, which means, as far as the users are concerned, they are get- 
ting off with 10 years less than what many water users are paying in 

ams. 
a ecpats. I am not sure if I understand the significance of your 
uestion. It so happens that the water users are in position to pay 
out the a have been allocated to the municipal water in the 

-year period. 

Or. Misiicats. I understand that. E 
Mr. AANDAHL. ao it - to the advantage of the Government that 
rly payment be made. 
rake t that your question is one that asks about the allocation to 
fish and wildlife and the allocation to municipal water if we used a 
50-year basis of analysis instead of the 100-year basis? ; 

Mr. Asrrnauu. I do not care anything about the 50-year period of 
analysis. ‘There is no advantage to the Government whatsoever. In 
fact the advantage goes the other way because this money bears inter- 
est and it simply means that the users out there would be required to 
pay for 10 additional years—not the amount allocated to them, but 
the amount they could pay, and you could cut down on this allocation. 
You can say all that you please about using a formula, but you do not 
use a formula which we can present logically before Congress. The 
only way we got the Fish and Wildlife allocation accepted by the 
House the other day was just by simply saying this was the usual 
formula. 

There were plenty of Representatives there who would have voted 
against that project on final passage simply because of that allocation. 

Now, we have a 100-percent increase in the allocation, and those of 
us who would like to see this project become a reality have difficulty 
knowing whether or not we can carry that. 

Mr. Aanpaunt. The allocation to municipal and industrial water is 
not based upon the ability of the water users to repay. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I understand that and I do not pay very much at- 
tention to this question of figuring out the allocation by the eco- 
nomic analysis of the 100-year period or over the 50-year period. That 
does not mean too much to me, especially when you have a good bene- 
fit-cost ratio over the 50-year period. It just does not enter into my 
thinking, but I know the practical operation here, and it is my opin- 
ion—and I will state it here at this time—that we cannot carry this 
project through if it has this amount of allocation to Fish and Wildlife. 

Mr. Aannaut. I recognize the problem in the allocation to Fish and 
Wildlife and, of course, it is one of the areas for which we are in the 
initial stages of developing an acceptable criterion at the present time, 
because the Coordination Act has recently been expanded to include 
that purpose as an integral benefit of water resource development 
projects. 

Mr. Asprwatt. Mr. McBroom comes up here and tells us we are 
going to go back and refigure and reallocate and all of that on some 
other project, but the people on the floor of the House are practical 
people and when they see that the $1 billion, or almost. $1 billion, 
operation in the upper Colorado River has less than $1 million for 
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Fish and Wildlife, with all the advantages that will come to it anj 
what is happening down at Lake Mead, here you have 4 plus million 
of dollars for a project that costs a little bit less than $20 million, ang 


it is just almost impossible to get the idea across so that one can be fajp 


in making one’s decisions. 

Mr. Aanpauu. The recognition of fish and wildlife benefits hag 
very appreciably built up since the report was made on the uppe 
Colorado storage project. 

Mr. Rogers. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Certainly. 


Mr. Rogers. Governor, you said you did not use the ability of thy | 


water users, municipal and industrial, to pay in determining the allo. 
cation of cost to the municipal and industrial water. 


tion ? 

Mr. AanpAut. I think not, but Iam going to ask our technicians ty 
speak a little further on that question. 

Mr. Burnett. No, sir, Mr. Chairman. The computed repayment 
ability of a municipality or an irrigator on an irrigation project has 
no bearing on the method or procedure whereby we arrive at alloca. 
tions. The repayment ability is utilized in establishing the len 
of the repayment contract and subsequent actions, but. it does not 
enter into the problem of arriving at the allocation. 

Mr. Rogers. That is the point. The fact of the matter is simply 
this: If what you do is take the total estimated cost of the project and 
subtract from that total figure the amount you figured for flood con- 
trol, and then you subtract the amount that you figured for Fish and 
Wildlife and then you subtract the amount you figured for recres. 


Now, do you not take that into consideration in making that allow. | 


tion, then the balance left is the amount that is reimbursable a | 


chargeable to industrial and municipal water ? 
Mr. Burnerr. Mr. Chairman, if I understood you correctly, that 
is not exactly the procedure we go through. The separable costs-r- 


maining benefits method was derived and is based on the best thinking | 
of technicians as a method whereby all functions share equitably in the 


total cost of the joint features. So, we do not just take the total 
amount that we fee] flood control is worth or the total amount that 
fish and wildlife conservation is worth and subtract that from the 
total cost and they say, “You have to pay the balance.” 

Mr. Rogers. Do I understand you reach a figure on flood control 


which, as I understand it, under the formula I think you can reach | 


as a mathematical certainty with some guesswork in it, of course— 
do I understand that that is related then to the total cost of your 
project and weighed without relation to the municipal and industrial 
water allocation to the total amount of the project in order to strike 
a balance so that both will contribute on the same ratio to the total 
cost of the project ? 

Mr. Burnett. Yes, sir; I would say that is a fair statement. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will my colleague yield to me again? 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Certainly. 


Mr. Asprnauu. This Fish and Wildlife Act went into operation in 


1958; did it not? 
Mr. Aanpant. I believe so, sir. 
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Mr. Asernaty. If I remember correctly your statement a while ago 
was that since that time we have been proceeding supposedly more 
effectively in determining allocations to Fish and W ildlife as far as 
this project is concerned. 4. ; 

In the report of April 12, 1957, sent up here under the signature 
of the Assistant Commissioner, Mr. E. G. Nielson, he had already de- 
termined the Fish and eee allocation to be what has been set 

‘e in the presentation this morning. 
7 geeunt. Well, I would say that the thinking of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service has been in this direction for a long time. It 
has been formulated into legislation that was approved by Congress 
in 1958 which gives it a firmer basis of recognition in the analyses 
that we submit, but the approach has been going on for quite a num- 
ber of years since passage of Public Law 732 in 1946. : 

Mr. AsptnaLi. Do you not see what is involved here, Governor ? 
Another step or two by the Fish and Wildlife Service and we are 
going to be handling fish and wildlife projects and they are not going 
to come under the jurisdiction of this committee, because here is a 

roject where the fish and wildlife allocation is almost comparable to 
the allocation for municipal water, It is just getting to the place, I 
think, when we are going to have difficulty in having the horse carry 
around the elephant. 

Mr. AanpAHL. I recognize that this is an exploratory area and 
that there are many problems that have not been fully answered at 
the moment. 

Mr. Asprnati. Let me ask you this, Governor: You have served 
on the floor of the House. What if some Member from a nonreclama- 
tion State got up on the floor and suggested this kind of a question: 
“Now, is it not true that in order to make this project. feasible, what 
has been done in this instance is to make the Fish and Wildlife alloca- 
tion high enough so that you could bring it before Congress?” 

How would you answer that ? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Well, the answer would have to be based upon the 
substance of the analyses that have been made by the Fish and Wild- 
life Agency as to the benefits that are involved. We do have a 
specific statutory meri now that says fish and wildlife benefits 
shall be recognized as an integral part of the project. The answer 
to your question is to explore with fish and wildlife the basis on 
which they have made the analysis. I have done that briefly. I feel 
that the fish and wildlife people have done a commendable job in 
working out their analyses. I also recognize that there is more work 
which needs to be done. In fact, the Subcommittee on Evaluation 
of the Federal Inter-Agency Committee at the moment is reviewing 
fish and wildlife allocations because of the joint interest of all of the 
Federal departments in this particular matter. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr, Aanpaut. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. McBroom is 
here this morning. He has given some specific attention to the Cheney 
oe and would be glad to respond to any questions you may wish 
to ask, 


Mr. Asprnauu. I am sure he will be before the committee before we 
get through. 
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That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ullman, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Aandahl, we on the Outdoor Recreation Cop, 
mission are, of course, very much interested in this problem of alloca, 
tions to recreation and fish and wildlife. But, is it true—and I knoy 


that Mr. Palmer stated you do not have any general legislation gy. | 


thorizing you to make a general allocation for recreation as such, 
Is not that true? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. You do have the general legislation for fish and wild. 
life ? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. Is it not also true that you are putting a lot of recres. 
tion into the fish and wildlife allocation process ? 

Mr. Aanpvaut, Well, I presume that the fish and wildlife benefits 
and recreational benefits are pretty closely blended, and in many aregs 
of the evaluation we probably do not clearly distinguish. \ 

Mr. Utiman. In listening to Mr. McBroom’s analysis of the prob. 
lem—and I too have difficulty in following the method used—but sub. 
sequently did you take into consideration the amount of money spent 
by the fishermen in the area ? 

Mr. Aanvauu. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. And, certainly, that is recreation. Therefore, my 
comment would be that you are taking into consideration one aspect 
of recreation, but under the general legislation you are now allowed 


—— oe 


to consider recreation in toto as a balanced program for a reservoir, | 
This in my opinion is a great gap in the legislation allowing you to | 


approach this thing in a wholesome and well-rounded manner. Would 
you not agree ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I think you have stated the position very, very well 

Mr. Parmer. There is one other point which I would like to add: 
Even in those instances where minimum basic-recreation facilities ar 
involved, in the absence of a specific authorization by Congress, we 
have to collect for even those minimum basic facilities that we do 
install as a part of the project. So, in the absence of specific authori 
zation, even the minimum basic facilities we build on reclamation 
projects are reimbursable and have to be paid for. 

Mr. Uttman. That is why in this act you will include the minimum! 

Mr. Parmer. This is made a specific part of the act to make it non- 
reimbursable. 

Mr. Utiman. I would agree that this is a gap which needs to le 
filled. But, in approaching this as a well-rounded approach where 
you can consider all aspects of recreation, we must take one further 
step, as we are doing in our approach on the Commission, and that is 
to provide for a maximum local and State participation. 

Are you taking into consideration under your fish and wildlife 
computations the benefits that will accrue locally to the people of the 
city, or are you charging those local benefits to the national taxpayers 
under this general allocation ? 

Would you not think that most of the recreational benefits, or 4 
good portion of them, would go to the city which is benefiting also for 
domestic water # 
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Mr. Paumer. A good portion of the recreational benefits that are 
‘nvolved in the immediate vicinity will be enjoyed by the citizens of 
Wichita, because that is the largest metropolitan city in the area. 
However, when you allocate to fish and wildlife, some of those benefits 
may not be derived by the people even who have been canvassed. They 


may go—— 
Me Utitman. But, you are not attempting to estimate or to differ- 


entiate # Soares 

Mr. Pacmer. No, sir. ; 

Mr. Urrman. And, you are lumping them all together and allocat- 
ing them as a nonreimbursable item. 0, 

If we had recreation for the cities or citizens around the program, 
[ would differ a little bit from some of the others and I would say that 
this allocation is not too large if it included all of recreation. 

But I would further state that in my opinion if you consider all 
of the equities, those who benefit the most from the project from the 
point of view of recreation will be those who benefited also from the 
standpoint of domestic water and we should take that into considera- 
tion and have them pay a larger proportion and not dump that upon 
the taxpayers of the Nation. 

Do you not think this should be considered ¢ 

Mr. AsprnAuu. There is no general policy so far as recreation being 
served—nonreimbursable allocation ? 

Mr. Pater. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnaui. That becomes a specific operation in these individual 
bills. 

Mr. Utiman. That is right; but what I pointed out in my question 
was the fact that a good part of this fish and wildlife allocation is, in 
fact, recreation and the basis of their computation is the number of 
fishermen who will come in and spend money in the area, and that is 
recreation. 

Mr, AspinaLL. Sure it is recreation and we have no general policy. 

Mr. Uttman. And, I am sure my chairman would agree that we 
probably should explore this area. 

Mr. AspinALL. We have been exploring the area ever since a good 
friend, Mr. Murdock, was chairman of this committee and it has been 
impossible up until the present time to get such benefits determined by 
the Congress of the United States and the executive department to be 
nonreimbursable benefits. We stick them in for a few thousand dol- 
lars or a few hundred thousands of dollars in specific instances, but we 
cannot get a general statement. 

Mr. Uttman. I am sure that the gentleman is right, but my opinion 
is that this is a desirable objective in the long run and we should con- 
sider pursuing the matter until we do arrive at a well-rounded policy. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McGinley, do you have any questions ? 

Mr, McGinuey. I have just a couple of brief questions, Mr. Chair- 
man, in order to bring my background up to date. 

_ The Murdock division, as you say, is coming up later for author- 
ization. 

You say whenever the purposes and needs—the needs of the area 
and economic conditions—are justified, it will be developed and in- 
vestigated? Is that a part. of this overall project. under investigation 
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now by the kind of study comparable to, say, the Missouri River Bagi, 
feasibility study ¢ 

Mr. Pater. No, sir. 

Mr. McGinty. In other words, this overall project has not beg, 
presented for authorization as a lump provision at this time? 

Mr. Pater. No, sir, it has not. 

Mr. McGintey. It has come up in separate parts / 

Mr. Pater. Yes, sir. As noted in my statement, this wag ¢qp. | 
sidered as part of the overall Arkansas-White-Red Basins investiga, | 
tion, and in that sense it has been looked at and it was thought to be, | 
feasible development but for subsequent construction. The Murdock 
division is not now under investigation by the Bureau, nor is it 
the investigation schedule for immediate consideration. 

Mr. McGinty. Will the development of the later divisions be mor 
likely to come about because of the economic needs related to munici. | 
pal water supplies or irrigation $ | 

Mr. Paumer. Probably, the former. We believe it would be diff. 
cult to justify a project of that cost solely for irrigation at the present 
time. 

Mr. McGintey. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. I believe Mr. Saylor had some additional questions, 

Mr. Sartor. Yes, sir, I do, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to ask somebody from the Department, in view of the | 





| 


fact that the Cheney division is on one branch of this river and the 
Murdock division is on another branch of the river why the Depart. 
ment has seen fit to call it the Wichita project, Cheney division? Ther | 
is no connection, as I understand it, between these two projects at all, 

Mr. Paumer. Mr. Saylor, when the Arkansas-White-Red Basins re. 
port was filed, it recommended the Wichita project for a priority one 
development—being both engineeringly and economically feasible, | 
In our approach to this project it has been broken into two divisions, 
Its name ties back to the designation as the Wichita project in the 
Arkansas-White-Red Basins report. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, based upon a reading of House Document No. 198 
of the 86th Congress which contained a letter from the Secretary of 
the Department of the Interior, this project meets all of the require- 
ments and standards that the Department has laid down from time to 
time for a project of this type; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Pater. It is correct, sir. 

Mr. Sayxor. I would like to know whether or not there are any other 
areas on this branch of the river available fora damsite. Does anyone 
know ¢ 

Mr. Barctay. I can explain that by reviewing briefly other investi- | 
gations that have been made, Mr. Congressman. 

On this particular stretch of the North Fork here [indicating] the 
Cheney site is the best site. There is this site [indicating] down her | 
and Murdock is another site, and down the main stem in this area 
there are two or three sites which have been investigated by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and other agencies. But, considering the a : 
the water and the possibility of sales of water, the Cheney site has been 
selected as the most desirable at this time. : 

Mr. Sartor. And, if this is not eee as a multipurpose project | 
and were merely used by the people in Wichita City for water itself, | 


sacra OT 


it would not be developed to its full potential; is that correct? 
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Mr. Barotay. Yes, sir; I am sure that is correct. 

Mr. Patmer. That is correct. _ 

Mr. Sartor. Do you feel, or is it the recommendation of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior that the Cheney damsite as proposed in the re- 

rt of the Secretary would authorize the development of this site to 
itsfull potential? 

Mr. Parmer. To its full economic potential; yes, sir; Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. ; 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Burnett, I think this question ought to be directed 
to you in view of our discussion a moment ago. " 

As I understand it, you do familiarize yourself with the ability of 
the municipal and industrial water users to pay in working out your 
program s 

r. BurnetT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. In this particular situation the payback—the reimburs- 
ables—insofar as the reservoir itself is concerned is $7 million-plus, 
if my memory serves me correctly ¢ 

Mr. Burnetr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. That does not include the pipeline? 

Mr. Burnett. Yes, sir, it does not include the pipeline. 

Mr. Rogers. The pipeline is a separate and distinct situation that 
will be built by the people there rather than by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion? 

Mr. Burnett. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. Now, do you know what increase will need to be made 
in the water rates of Wichita in order to pay back the $7 million in 
the 40-year period ? 

Mr. Burnett. No, sir, I do not know. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you know what their water rates are right now? 

Mr. Burnett. No, sir, I do not. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, I think probably we can get that information 
from the people who are here from that area. 

Mr. Burnett. Yes, sir, I believe you can. 

Mr. Rocers. Now, one other question which I shall direct to all of 
you, and especially to Secretary Aandahl, and that is this: 

Would it be possible to furnish this committee with a very brief 
and simple explanation in writing setting forth the formula which is 
used to determine the end figure reached and presented in these dif- 
ferent projects ? 

The reason I ask that is the same reason which was brought out by 
the chairman of the full committee, Mr. Aspinall, a few minutes ago. 
It becomes increasingly difficult to sell these programs to the Congress 
for the reason that they have difficulty in anladine why the Fed- 
eral Government should participate in a program to provide municipal 
and industrial water to a city in a reclamation State, while cities in 
other sections of the country are not eligible to participate in that 

rogram. They have difficulty in understanding how these different 

gures are eadksd-rot only your irrigation figures, your municipal, 
and industrial water figures, your fish and wildlife figures, your rec- 
reation and your flood control figures—but it would seem to me, if you 
could take some figure of say $10,000 or $100,000, or any figure which 
would be — and break it down and set up a formula which could 
be easily understood and easily explained, that it would certainly 
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help out in our job and decrease a lot of the difficulties that we are 
carrying in having to explain these matters. 

Mr. Aanpani. Mr. Chairman, we shall be very glad to prepare sue} 
a statement. I am not sure how easy it will be to understand it 
but we shall try to boil a formula paragraph down that will outline the 
essentials as best we can. 

Mr. Roeers. [f you can make it so that it would be good for teach. 
ing purposes in the first, second, or third grades, it would be helpful 
| Laughter. | 

Mr. Aanpanuu. We will do the best we can, and I know anything 
that our technicians do of that nature would also be helpful to me. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your presenta- 
tion. 

Mr. Aanpaut. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. The subcommittee will stand in recess until 1:30 pm, 
today. It is my understanding that Mr. McBroom will be availabl 
this afternoon. 

(Thereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the subcommittee recessed until 1:3) 
p.m., of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. AsprxaLi. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamatioy 
will continue its hearings on H.R. 4606 and S. 1092. 

The next witness to appear at this time will be the Honorable 
Justus H. Fugate, former mayor of the city of Wichita, who wil 
appear at this time to present the statement of the Governor of Kap. 
sas and the State administration. 

It is nice to have you here again. We shall be glad to listen to your 
presentation. 


STATEMENT OF JUSTUS H. FUGATE, FORMER MAYOR OF WICHITA 
KANS., ON BEHALF OF HON. GEORGE DOCKING, GOVERNOR 0? 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Fucare. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. At this time I am mak 
ing an appearance due to the regrettable absence of Mr. William (. 
Salome, the personal representative of our Governor, who was to ap- 
pear before this committee but was called home last evening becaus 
of the death of his mother. He asked that I present this statement 
of his to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. SALOME, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE OF HON. GEORGE 
DOCKING, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF KANSAS 


I am William C. Salome, former mayor of Wichita and present director of the 
Department of Administration of the State of Kansas. I am appearing here this 
morning as the personal representative of Gov. George Docking who is unable to 
attend personally because of the press of other important affairs of the State 
of Kansas. 

Governor Docking has asked me to express to the chairman and to the members 
of the committee his deep appreciation of the opportunity to speak in support 
of the Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) as proposed by H.R. 4606. 

It is a matter of record that the State of Kansas was the first State to take 
an affirmative position in support of the Cheney division Wichita project (Kar 
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when the project feasibility report was cleared through the river basin 
States concerned. Under the auspices of the Kansas Ww ater Resources Board, 
the project feasibility report was reviewed by the various interested agencies 
of the State of Kansas, all of whom signified their general concurrence in the 
lan of development. 

Speaking for Gov. George Docking, I am authorized to reaffirm for the record 
his letter of June 27, 1958, to the Commissioner of Reclamation, copy of which 
letter is included in House Document 198 dated July 8, 1959, of the 86th Congress, 
ist session, comprising the official project report of the Cheney division Wichita 
project (Kansas), in which letter on behalf of the State of Kansas he con- 
curs in the recommendations contained in the feasibility report and requests that 
the report be transmitted for the immediate consideration of the Congress of 


the United States. . , 

It is the earnest hope of Governor Docking that this committee, after hearing 
and considering this case, will see fit to favorably recommend this vital project 
to this session of Congress. Ser. , 

In closing may I express the appreciation of the people of Kansas to the chair- 
man and members of the committee for the opportunity of appearing in sup- 
port of this water development project of such great importance not only to the 
State of Kansas but also to the entire several State area. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr, Asprnatt. Thank you very much, Mr. Fugate. Please convey 
to Mr. Salome our sympathy in his bereavement. 

Mr. Fueare. I shall be glad to do so. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I shall ask you to state whether or not the State of 
Kansas has an ad valorem levy asa part of its tax base. 

Mr. Fueare. For which purpose, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. AspInAtu. For State purposes. 

Mr. Fueare. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Do you know whether or not the State of Kansas, 
then, has taken any action upon the matter of the possibility of losing 
some revenue since these lands will be taken off the tax rolls? 

Mr. Fucare. I am not in a position to state that the State of Kansas 
has considered those possibilities. It has been discussed informally 
with certain of the people in the vicinity of Pretty Prairie, Kans., 
which was mentioned this morning. 

Mr, Asprnati. We will ask that when you get on the stand repre- 
senting the local communities. 

Will you express to the Governor our desire to have some kind of 
statement as to the willingness to have these properties taken off the 
tax rolls under this program. 

Mr. Fueare. Yes, sir, I shall be pleased to. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Asprnaui. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fueate. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The next witness will be Mayor Levi B. Rymph, of 


Wichita. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEVI B. RYMPH, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF 
WICHITA, KANS.; ACCOMPANIED BY JUSTUS H. FUGATE, FORMER 


MAYOR OF WICHITA; AND A. E. HOWSE, FORMER MAYOR OF 
WICHITA 


Mayor Rympu. I am Levi Rymph, mayor of the city of Wichita. 
With me I have two former mayors, Mr. A. E. Howse, and Mr. Justus 
Fugate, who will appear as witnesses. 
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Mr. Asprnaty. You gentlemen may take your places at the witneg 
table. 

Is it your desire, Mr. Rymph, to have placed in the record this rathep 
lengthy statement, and then testify to it? Is that correct? 

Mayor Rymen. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnau. Unless there is objection, the statement will be placed 
in the record at this point. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered, 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


SUMMARY STATEMENT 


The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a proposed joint devel 
ment between the United States and the city of Wichita in which the principal 
works comprising a dam and reservoir would be constructed on the North For 
of the Ninnescah River some 6 miles north of Cheney, Kans., and some 25 miles 
west of Wichita, Kans. The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is pro 
posed as a multiple-purpose project to provide desirable flood protection op q 
regional basis downstream from the reservoir site to the mouth of the Nip 
nescah River, thereby also providing opportunities on irrigation limited tragy 
of land downstream from the reservoir site. It will provide recreation benefits 
on a regional and an interstate basis in an area largely devoid of such fag. 
ties at the present time, fish and wildlife conservation benefits of national and 
international significance, and an urgently needed additional source of water 
supply for the city of Wichita. 

The Ninnescah River originates in central Kansas as a tributary of the 
Arkansas River, an interstate navigable water, which in turn is a tributary 
of the Mississippi River. Studies of the Ninnescah River Basin were under. 
taken by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1947 in connection with an inventory 
of the land and water resources of the Arkansas River Basin and were con- 
tinued under the interagency investigations of the Arkansas-White-Red River 
Basins Interagency Committee (AWRRBIAC) established pursuant to the Flood 
Control Act of 1950. These studies resulted in the development of a water use 
and control plan for the Ninnescah River Basin which would provide for 
utilization of the available surface waters as a source of regulated water supply | 
for the city of Wichita, for irrigation of approximately 11,000 acres of land 
downstream from the reservoir site, and for flood control, recreation, and fish 
and wildlife conservation benefits. 

The river basin plan contemplates the construction of multiple-purpose reser- 
voirs and necessary related works at the Cheney and Murdock sites on the 
North and South Forks of the Ninnescah River, respectively. The plan is 
advanced as the Wichita project in the interagency report of the Arkansas 
White-Red River Basins Interagency Committee (AWRRBIAC) which report 
was completed in 1955 and forwarded to the Congress in 1957 for the purpose 
of formulating a long-range plan for the development of land, water, and other 
resource potentialities of the eight States lying entirely or partially within 
the boundaries of these three river basins. 

Both reservoirs are essential to the maximum development and protection 
of the Ninneseah River Valley. It is contemplated that both reservoirs wil 
be constructed as multiple-purpose reservoirs although overall maximum use 
and benefits may be obtained through the use of the Cheney Reservoir pri- 
marily for municipal water supply and flood control purposes and through the 
use of the Murdock Reservoir primarily for flood control and irrigation pur 
poses. The Cheney Reservoir is expected to produce higher quality water and 
is located closer to the city of Wichita, the largest urban center in the State 
of Kansas. The Murdock Reservoir is expected to yield lesser quality water, 
is less accessible to the city of Wichita for municipal water supply purpose 
because of distance and topography, and is better suited for downstream 
control and irrigation purposes through the Ninnescah River Valley. Both 
reservoirs would provide recreation and wild life conservation benefits throughout 
a several State area. 
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While each reservoir could be operated separately as a multiple-purpose 

work, it is clear that maximum benefits will be obtained as outlined herein- 
pefore and consequently a two-stage plan was developed for the Wichita 
roject. The first stage involves construction of the Cheney division in con- 
junction with the urgent needs of the city of Wichita for the expansion of its 
water supply sources. Consideration of the Murdock division will be deferred 
yotil future developments require construction of the second stage. 

In addition to the Federal works to be constructed in connection with the 
Cheney division, the city of Wichita intends to construct at its own expense 
the pipeline and related transmission facilities necessary to transport the water 
from the reservoir site to the city of Wichita municipal waterworks. 
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Cheney Reservoir construction costs estimates 


A. PROJECT COSTS 


a 


a 


1, Federal costs, without interest: 
q Dam and reservoir-.--- 
Recreation facilities (m 
Conservation (additional lands) 


Total Federal costs, without interest __-- 
Interest during construction on Federal costs 


Total Federal costs, including interest 


9, Non-Federal costs, without interest: 
SS eee 
Recreation facilities (above minimum) 


Total non-Federal costs, without interest _- 


Interest during construction on non- 


Total non-Federal costs, without interest 


Federal costs only 


Amount 





$17, 670, 000 


300, 000 
18, 274, 000 
734, 000 


| 19,008, 000 


| 7, 650, 000 
110,000 





304,000 |. 





Project cost 


Percent 








OMNI oS Lacks eS Sods cess Leddanonllaudeganke | 126, 768, 000 


7, 760,000 | 
0 | 
7, 760,000 | 


| 


| 
| 





————$—$— 


1. Federal costs, with interest: 
Municipal water supply - -- 
9c vinkas sebincbinaet<mnn 
Conservation of fish and wildlife __- 
Recreation, minimum facilities___. 


B. COST ALLOCATIONS 


$7, 314, 000 
6, 614, 000 
4, 776, 000 

304, 000 





Total Federal costs, with interest _. 


2. Non-Federal costs, without interest: 


Pipeline 


Recreation (above minimun 


Total non-Federal costs, without interest 


Total project costs 





Pipeline (without interest) 
Municipal water (with interest) 
Recreation (without interest) 


Flood control. ......... 
Conservation 


C. CITY OF WICHITA 


! Total project costs— 


7, 650, 000 
110, 000 


26, 768, 000 


SHARE OF TOTAL COST 


| 7,650, 000 


--| 7,314, 000 | 
110, 000 


gh Soe 5 a ene a ea a eee 


| 6,614, 000 
4, 776, 000 | 
304, 000 | 


26, 768, 000 


19, 008, 000 | 


7, 760, 000 | 


| 11,694,000 | 


28. 58 
27. 32 
41 


56. 31 





| 100. 00 





(1) Do not include interest on non-Federal costs. 
(2) Do not include credit of $50,000 paid by city of Wichita for cooperative reports. 


(3) Do not include credit of $120,000 capitalized operation and maintenance costs for Federal portion 
of reservoir during period of operation by city of Wichita. 


(4) Do not inelude $611,000 for purchase of additional lands in lieu of easements. 
initially covered by easements will be acquired when needed at some future date 


of conservation capacity. 


Fee title to lands 
to permit enlargement 
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Cheney Reservoir statistical data 


Acres surface area, top flood-control pool____----------~------_______ 12 
Acres surface area, top water supply pool, permanent___-----_________ 9, 499 
Acres surface area, top inviolate fish and wildlife pool__.___.___________ 1, 749 
Acre-feet storage, top flood-control pool_................-.~......- 234, 809 
Acre-feet storage, top water supply pool, permanent (accumulative 
figures include 10,000 acre-feet fish and wildlife below) —~----________ 154, 809 
Acre-feet storage, top inviolate fish and wildlife pooi_______________ 10, 009 
Wirm ‘Vield; \AGSO TWN (Pl | FORT ances ison sa cn ened needa 42, 909 
Firm: yicld, eh Gatons DOP GAS oman dk wants ube kN 38,9 


As the result of a project reappraisal in February 1959 the Bureau of Recla- 
mation has determined that it is practicable to provide an increased annual 
yield from the reservoir by increasing the water supply pool to a total of 
225,800 acre-feet. If at any time it is desired to increase the water supply 
storage capacity, it is engineeringly feasible to convert surcharge to water 
supply storage by providing additional spillway capacity. Deferring enlarge 
ment of the water supply storage will require smaller initial investment, per- 
mit interest savings, and allow operating experience to be gained prior to g 
final determination of its desirability. Whenever it is determined desirabje 
to make the enlargement, sufficient lands to permit a future water supply pool 
of 225,800 acre-feet may be purchased in fee simple. The city of Wichita ang 
its consulting engineers concur in this reappraisal of engineering feasibility 
as determined by the Bureau of Reclamation. % 


ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION 


Comments of the various Federal departments and agencies and river basin 
States were obtained in accordance with applicable statutes and interagency 
policy on coordination of reports. The comments indicate: (1) Essential agree. 
ment as to the facts; (2) general approval of the project; or (3) no Objec- 
tions to the proposal. 

The project has been found to be feasible from engineering and economic 
points of view by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Agencies of the State of Kansas are in general agreement with the findings 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The city of Wichita and its consulting engineers have concurred in the re. 
ports of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The ratios of the evaluated total tangible benefits to the evaluated total 
tangible costs as reported by the Bureau of Reclamation are: 


100-year period analysis: 


SRS Ce ha ah et 2.96 to 1 

Ie OOS, Sra gD chm denp ena neil sank 2.90 to 1 
50-year period analysis: 

I og tc Ss ee ed ae aren eee 2. 32 tol 

RPL OCU I AN oss eh ees bid i ie 2. 28 tol 


In order to participate in the Cheney division project with the United States 
and in order to place the entire municipal water supply program on a revenue 
bond basis of financing, the city of Wichita purchased the distribution system 
of the privately owned water utility in November 1957 for approximately $30 
million. Since November 1, 1957, the completely integrated municipally owned 
water system of the city of Wichita has been operated solely by the municipality. 


GENERAL WATER SUPPLY SITUATION AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL 


It may be assumed that if any public body is aware of the growing water 
shortage facing this country, it is the Congress and perhaps more particularly 
those committees of the Congress concerned with water legislation. 

As the Honorable Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Department of 
the Interior, is quoted in the June 16, 1958, issue of the Congressional Record, 
“The availability of water resources and the way in which they are used can 
determine the destiny of a nation and ultimately the survival of its people. 
* * * This material resource is vital to the economic vigor, the social enjoy- 
ment, the industrial capability and the defense of this Nation. No other re 
source transcends the importance of our water resources. * * * The estimated 
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withdrawal of water in 1955 was 240 billions gallons per day. errece water 
es supplied about 50 percent and ground water sources supplied 2¢ perce nt 
of th total. By 1975 with a population of 220 million people we may be with- 
é; ‘in for use as much as 440 billion gallons a day of this precious resource. 
vee The present upper limit of our water supply is the average runoff of 
nearly 1,200 billion gallons a day. * * * On the whole then, the water supply of 
the country is adequate but because the supply is variable in time, in place 
and in quality, the national and yearly averages do not reveal the cold fact that 
many localities and regions have supply problems. ; Water quality is an- 
other principal element of the problem. * * * Salt, silt and industrial and do- 
mestic pollution cause water shortages just as effectively as does: drought. 
+ * * Despite the growth in the number of industries and communities which 
are treating their waterborne wastes, our surface waters are being polluted at 
an intolerable rate. * * * The treatment of waste is a most effective form of 
water reclamation. * * * In the Arkansas-W hite-Red River Basin, wide sea- 
sonal and yearly variations in the surface water supply are characteristic. 
Without reservoir storage, only a nominal percentage of the gross supply would 
i e for use.” 
eee onorable Mike Mansfield, Senator from Montana, is quoted in the 
January 27, 1959, Congressional Record, “There is not now under construction 
or even planned for construction by all public and private agencies combined 
water resource projects that will provide the amount of water of acceptable 
quality that we will require in 1975. Our present population of 175 million is 
expected to reach 225 million by 1975 and to reach 245 million by 1980. Even 
at the present rate of per capita water use, this population increase would of 
itself strain our ability to meet water requirements. However, alternative re- 
ports have demonstrated that per capita water use will rise approximately 25 
percent reflecting both the rising standard of individual living and the increased 
use of water in industry. 

“The quantity required is one aspect of the water resources problem. An- 
other important aspect is the quality of water. Technical experts warn us that 
water quality deteriorates with population and industrial expansion. They 
point out that untreated industrial wastes now pouring daily into streams are 
equal to the sewage produced by 110 million people or double the 1920 rate. 
Officials of the Public Health Service estimate that pollution is costing us at 
least $1 billion per year. 

“Still other important aspects of the water resources problem * * * are 
wildlife and recreation which are closely dependent upon wise conservation and 
development of water resources. 

“All aspects of the water resources problem—adequate quantity and accep- 
table quality for population and economic expansion, wildlife, recreation * * * 
power, irrigation, flood control, and navigation * * * all these must be fitted 
together in our water resources program.” 

Reservoir sites are few and far between and once used are gone. Floyd E. 
Dominy, Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, testified at some length 
before the House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee on February 17, 
1959, stressing the importance of the construction of multiple-purpose reser- 
voirs and the maximum use of reservoir sites. Commissioner Dominy stated 
that the Bureau of Reclamation in the light of experience and with the benefit 
of hindsight would today construct many of their reservoirs on a different 
basis. It is clearly not in the public interest to permit local units of govern- 
ment to develop reservoir sites at less than their maximum capacity nor in 
a manner inconsistent with an overall river basin plan. Conversely it is clear 
also that local units of government cannot afford nor should they be required 
to develop maximum use multiple-purpose reservoirs from which substantial 


benefits accrue on a regional and interstate basis to users other than the loeal 
municipality. 


GENERAL WATER SUPPLY SITUATION OF CITY OF WICHITA 


Generally, speaking, the city of Wichita is in the same position with respect 
to water supply as is reflected by the national picture. 

Presently water is being secured from the underflow of the Arkansas River 
in or near the city limits, from water wells installed in a natural ground water 


reservoir known as the Equus beds located some 25 miles northwest of the 


city limits and from emergency wells, reserve wells, ditches, and sand pits 
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located between these two extreme points. The ground water reservoir locate 
in the Equus beds area is a common source of water supply for some 25 citi 
towns and villages, numerous large industrial users and an agricultura] Pop. 
lation using water for domestic and irrigation purposes. 

In 1952 the city decided to extend its water supply well field in the Rqyy 
beds ground water reservoir and immediately encountered such a volume and 
variety of litigation as to keep the city involved in the State district ¢e 
the Kansas State Supreme Court, the Federal district courts, the U.S. court g 
appeals and the U.S. Supreme Court. The extensive litigation continues and 
no end to the litigation is in sight. Since the ground water resources cannot be 
depended upon to meet its long-term needs the city has participated ip 
proposed development of an entirely new water supply source in the plan for 
the Cheney division Wichita project. 

Municipal water supply problems reached a critical peak in the summer of 
1954. With an actual demand of 62 million gallons per day as contrasted with 
a theoretical emergency supply of 70 million gallons per day available 
a temporary (3-day) basis from all known local sources, and as contrast 
with a longer term supply of 50-55 million gallons per day, it became neces. 
sary to close certain large industrial plants, to enact severe water consery. 
tion ordinances and to patrol the streets with all available police and fip 
equipment in the interest of public safety, education and ordinance enforcement, 

Although we have experienced substantial and timely rainfall during th 
last two successive summers with some resulting diminution in water Usage, 
the fact remains that we have also experienced an increase of 16 percent 
in the number of customers served by our municipal water system in additim 
to a substantial population increase as indicated by the preliminary figures ¢ 
the 1960 census. Statistically speaking and based on the averages of projectej 
water usage, the city of Wichita is on “borrowed time” insofar as its wate 
supply sources are concerned until the proposed Cheney division Wichita projec 
can be constructed. 


RELATIONSHIP OF CITY OF WICHITA TO ENTIRE STATE OF KANSAS AND NATION 


The city of Wichita, located approximately in the center of the State of 
Kansas, comprises the largest urban population center in the State and serve 
as the economic hub for a trading area extending 150 miles in every direction, 

Wichita maintains the essential markets for grain, oil, and livestock gathered 
from our trading area at large far beyond the city limits. 

Wichita comprises approximately 10 percent of the population of the entir 
State, produces a disproportionately large amount of income for the State ani 
Federal Governments through sales taxes, income taxes, and other forms of 
revenue and furnishes employment for thousands of residents of the metropoli- 
tan area who migrate daily to and from the great aircraft plants and other local 
industries. 

Wichita is of extreme importance to the Nation in its production of military 
aircraft for defense purposes, and is the home of Beech, Cessna, and Boeing, 
the latter now being the sole source of the B-52 airplane, presently the basis of 
our first line of defense. 

The Federal Government through its various dpartments and agencies has 
eapital investment approximating $500 million in the Wichita area in Gover 
ment-owned defense production facilities and in the McConnell Air Force Bas 
operated by the Strategic Air Command. 

Construction of the Cheney Reservoir would provide additional water supply 
and an alternate supply to the present single source serving this important 
economic and defense area. 


SUMMARY OF FEDERAL WATER POLICY AND LEGISLATION 


The Cheney division Wichita project is consistent generally with Feder 
policy and legislation: (1) The river basin and regional approach as reco 
mended by the various Presidential advisory commissions on water resources 
policy, (2) the partnership or joint development approach as recommended by 
various Presidential advisory commissions on water resources policy, (38) the 
various river basin reports authorized by the Congress on the Arkansas-White 
Red River Basins, (4) the various reclamation legislation enacted by the Cor 


gress, (5) the various flood control legislation enacted by the Congress, (6) the | 
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jous water power legislation enacted by the Congress, (7) the various soil 
po rvation legislation enacted by the Congress, (8) the various water pollution 
vegislation enacted by the Congress, (9) the various fish and wildlife conserva- 
le n legislation enacted by the Congress, (10) certain interstate river compacts 
i thorised by the Congress, and (11) certain river basin agreements authorized 
= interagency river basin committees. 
Y (See appendix for summary list of reports and legislation. ) 


FEDERAL AND STATE INTERAGENCY CLEARANCE 


In accordance with established Federal interagency agreements, the following 
Federal and State agencies concerned, and the river basin States concerned have 
been given an opportunity to review and to comment upon the proposed Cheney 
division, Wichita project, report : 

1. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C, 
Bureau of Employment Security. 
Bureau of Employment Security, regional office, Kansas City. 
Bureau of Employment Security, AWRRBIAC representative, Dallas. 
2. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 
Bureau of Public Roads. 
Coast and Geodetic Survey. 
Department of Commerce, regional office, Kansas City. 
Bureau of Public Roads, regional office, Kansas City. 
Bureau of Public Roads, Kansas office, Topeka. 
Weather Bureau, AWRRBIAC representative, Fort Worth. 
8. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 
U.S. Forest Service. 
Agriculture Research Administration. 
Soil Conservation Service. 
Kansas State conservationist, Salina. 
Department of Agriculture, technical unit, Lincoln. 
Department of Agriculture, AWRRBIAC representative, Tulsa. 
4. The Federal Power Commission, Washington, D.C. 

The Federal Power Commission, regional office, Fort Worth. 

The Federal Power Commission, AWRRBIAC representative, Fort Worth. 
. Department of Defense, Washington, D.C. 

Corps of Engineers. 

Corps of Engineers, southwest division office, Dallas. 

Corps of Engineers, district office, Tulsa. 

Corps of Engineers, AWRRBIAC representative, Dallas. 

6. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 
Public Health Service. 
Public Health Service, regional office, Kansas City. 
Public Health Service, regional office, Dallas. 
Public Health Service, AWRRBIAC representative, Dallas. 
The Communicable Disease Center, Logan Field. 
The Taft Sanitary Engineering Center, Cincinnati. 
7. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 
Bureau of Reclamation. 
National Park Service. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Geological Survey. 
Fish and Wildlife, regional office, Albuquerque. 
Bureau of Reclamation, chief engineer’s office, Denver. 
Bureau of Reclamation, regional office, Amarillo. 
Bureau of Reclamation, area office, Oklahoma. 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, AWRRBIAC representative, Muskogee. 
8. The State of Texas. 
The Governor. 
The Texas Board of Water Engineers. 
9. The State of Oklahoma. 
The Governor. 
The Oklahoma Water Resources Board. 
10, The State of New Mexico. 
The Governor. 
The New Mexico State engineer. 


on 
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11. The State of Colorado. 


The Governor. thereafte 
The Colorado Water Conservation Board. business 
12. The State of Kansas. The p 
The Governor. permissi 
The Kansas State Water Resources Board. supply P 
The Kansas State Water Resources Board, AWRRBIAC representative nag bs 
The Kansas State Geological Survey. : pense 
The Kansas State Department of Labor. municipé 
The Kansas State Forestry, Fish, and Game Commission. struction 
The Kansas State Park and Recreation Commission. the Cher 
The Kansas State Board of Health. _ The ; 
The Kansas State Highway Commission. tions 0 
The Kansas State Board of Agriculture. function 


The Kansas State Agricultural College. 
13. The State of Missouri. 





The Division of Resources and Development, AWRRBIAC representative. The p 

14. The State of Louisiana. been rec 

The Louisiana Department of Public Works, AWRRBIAC representative 1. Leg 

15. The State of Arkansas. that it ! 

The Governor. works 0 

The Arkansas Geological and Conservation Commission, AWRRBIAC rights-of 

representative. posed re 

2. Nec 

THE PROPOSED REPAYMENT CONTRACT ' previous 

A proposed contract has been negotiated between the city of Wichita and the | cee 

United States providing for repayment to the Federal Government of tha is to be | 

portion of the project cost allocated to municipal water supply. The city of any org: 

Wichita and the Bureau of Reclamation are in accord as to the terms anj with im] 

conditions of the proposed contract and the Board of Commissioners of th 3. Nec 
City of Wichita has approved by formal resolution the proposed contract ag | plan. 

to form and substance which its mayor is authorized to sign as soon as the that wa 

contract has been approved by the Secretary of the Interior following the au- proach. 

thorization by the Congress of the Cheney division Wichita project. river ba 

The proposed contract is, for practical purposes, the standard Bureau of Re. to encou 

lamation contract used in other reclamation projects throughout the country are an il 

except for those provisions applicable to water revenue bond financing instead 4, Bee 

of general obligation bond financing. The investment of the Federal Gover- reservoi 

ment is secured beyond question. The city has pledged the receipts from the basin pl 


sale of water from all sources (rather than from the Cheney division reservoir 


, tion, cor 
only) and under the terms of the covenants supporting some $40 million amount 


state ar 


of water revenue bonds the annual Federal payments are classified as operating recogniz 
expenses and are preferred as to payment even before debt service require tion wit 
ments. The entire water system is now municipally owned and operated as an the bene 
established going business with some 70,000 customers and annual revenues through 
in excess of $4 million. Even wi 

The proposed rate of repayment is reasonable and well within the ability of the city 
the city to pay, and consequently no unusual contract provisions have bee 50 milli 
made for debt retirement. to reiml 

The proposed term of repayment is reasonable and is provided for on a 4+ 5. Be 
year period rather than the maximum 50-year period. No provision has been of maxi 
made for so-called free time during any portion of the repayment period. ing to t 

The proposed rate of interest to be paid by the city of Wichita is reasonable. Federal 
H.R. i“ and §S. 1092 provide for an interest rate certified by the Secretary flood co 
of the Treasury of the United States as being the average paid by the United wildlife 
States on its marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of the expendi 
enactment of the bill authorizing the Cheney division project and thereafter exceed | 
adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of 1 percent. Similar interest-rate provisions ment of 
apply in numerous other reclamation projects, i.e., the Ventura project, the and Fee 


San Angelo project, and the Washita project. The interest rate as proposed 

by H.R. 4606 is in general agreement with the interest rate policy enunciated in 

the Omnibus Act of 1958 of which title III is known as the Water Supply | j 

Act of 1958. It mi 
The project is a joint venture between the city of Wichita and the United reclame 

States in which the city assumes its proportionate share of the risk and re an Imp¢ 


pays with interest the total cost allocated to municipal water supply, thus | oe 
2 £ 0 
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thereafter removing the Federal Government from the municipal water supply 
pusiness in this project. . ey rey 

The proposed contract recognizes the equity in and makes provisions for the 
permissive sale of water for irrigation purposes from the municipal water 
supply pool temporarily surplus to the needs of the city. 

The proposed contract provides that the city will construct at its own ex- 
pense the pipeline and related transmission facilities necessary to deliver the 
municipal water supply from the reservoir site to the city, and that such con- 
struction will be undertaken by the city concomitantly with the construction of 
the Cheney Dam and Reservoir by the Federal Government. 

The city has agreed to operate and to maintain the reservoir. Federal por- 
tions of the operation and maintenance costs attributed to nonreimbursable 
functions will be capitalized and credited to the account of tie city. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION 


The principle of Federal participation in water reservoir projects has long 
been recognized by the Congress for a variety of reasons: 

1. Legal limitations at the local level_—The city has been advised by counsel 
that it has no authority at the present time: (1) to construct water reservoir 
works on a tributary of an interstate navigable river, or (2) to condemn the 
rights-of-way of five Federal-aid highways that must be located outside the pro- 
posed reservoir site. , ‘ : 

29 Necessity for maximum use of reservoir sites.—As has been pointed out 
previously herein and as has been recognized increasingly during the past two 
decades by the Congress, it is imperative that scarce reservoir sites be developed 
to their maximum use with multiple-purpose projects if a critical water shortage 
is to be avoided in this country. The public interest is not served by permitting 
any organization of government at the local level to underdevelop reservoir sites 
with improvements that will prevent maximum use at a later date. 

8. Necessity for developing reservoir sites to conform to river basin or regional 
plan.—It has been recognized increasingly in the past two decades by the Congress 
that water resource plans must be predicated on the river basin or regional ap- 
proach. It is impossible for any local unit of government to develop an entire 
river basin by itself. Conversely, it is not in the public interest to permit or 
to encourage local units of government to develop reservoir works except as they 
are an integral part of an overall river basin plan. 

4. Economic limitations at the local level.—If we accept the thesis that water 
reservoirs must be developed to their maximum use in accordance with river 
basin planning, it becomes clear that benefits of irrigation, flood control, recrea- 
tion, conservation, and even water supply itself will accrue to a regional or inter- 
state area and not alone to a local unit of government. Again Congress has 
recognized the necessity of participating in nonreimbursable functions in connec- 
tion with reservoir projects. In the case of the Cheney division Wichita project, 
the benefits of irrigation, flood control, conservation, and recreation will accrue 
throughout an area far beyond the corporate limits of the city of Wichita. 
Even with respect to the municipal water supply portion of the Cheney division, 
the city of Wichita will be discharging for the benefit of downstream users some 
50 million gallons of water per day for which volume of water the city proposes 
to reimburse the Federal Government. 

5. Heonomic advantages of Federal assistance.—Conversely, the development 
of maximum use multiple-purpose reservoirs results in economic benefits aceru- 
ing to the Federal Government in an amount approximating $2 for each $1 of 
Federal cost. For example, there will be realized some $12.9 million in capitalized 
flood control benefits for a nonreimbursable cost of some $6.4 million. Fish and 
wildlife conservation benefits approximating $10.6 million will follow a Federal 
expenditure approximating $4.6 million. Recreation benefits are estimated to 
exceed the estimated cost of $0.3 million. The partnership policy in the develop- 
ment of water reservoir projects represents a beneficial solution for both local 
and Federal interests. 


REASON FOR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN RECLAMATION PROJECT 


It might be well to recognize that some question may arise as to the use of 
reclamation legislation for a project in which municipal water supply plays such 
an important part. We believe the following facts are pertinent. 

Kansas was one of the original 16 States included in the basie Reclamation 
Act of 1902. Kansas has paid certain proceeds from the sale of its public lands 
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into the Federal reclamation fund. Historically, reclamation activities and 


development of water resources for beneficial purposes have been SyNONy Moy: | 


throughout the West for the past 50 years. 

The city of Wichita has had a fine relationship since 1906 with the Geologicy 
Survey in the U.S. Department of the Interior. Land and water 
studies of the Arkansas and Ninnescah River Basins were initiated py 
Bureau of Reclamation in 1947 and were continued through the activity og 
Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Interagency Committee (AWRRBIAC) estab. 
lished pursuant to the Flood Control Act of 1950. Formal studies with 
to municipal water supply sources were requested from the Bureau of Reclany. 
tion by the city of Wichita in 1951 and such studies have continued to date 

In connection with the long-range planning for the development of Water 
resources in the Arkansas River Basin and in order to obtain a detailed analygs 
of the problem and an estimate of future water needs, the Bureau of Reclany. 
tion negotiated a contract with the Bureau of Business Research of the Univ. 
sity of Kansas for preparation of a report, ‘‘Water Requirements Survey in the 
Wichita-Hutchinson Trading Area,’ which report was completed in November 
1952. 

The policy question involved in the use of reclamation legislation for munjq. 
pal water supply purposes was directed formally to the Secretary of the Interior 
by the city on two occasions in 1955 when $10,000 and $40,000 respectively jy 
municipal funds were advanced on a cooperative basis for geologic studies ay 
for the preparation of a feasibility report. On both occasions the then Secretary 
of the Interior (McKay) ruled affirmatively that the Cheney division Wichiy 
project constituted a proper use of reclamation legislation and funds, Dyr; 
the period of our inquiry, Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay was al» 
the Chairman of the Cabinet Committee on Water Resources Policy as estg). 
lished by President Eisenhower on May 26, 1954. 

During the course of our joint investigation of the feasibility of the Cheney 
division project, the policy question with respect to the use of reclamation leg: 
islation was raised in 1957 with Assistant Secretary of the Interior Fred ¢ 
Aandahl and was raised again in 1958 with Secretary of the Interior Fred ¥ 
Seaton. On both occasions, the Assistant Secretary and the Secretary mig 
affirmatively concerning the propriety of the use of reclamation legislation ani 
funds for construction of the Cheney division project. 

Similarly on two other occasions in 1957 and 1958, respectively, the matter 
was discussed informally with appropriate officials of the Bureau of the Budge 
who advised the city of Wichita “not to shop around but to stay with the projec 
in the Bureau of Reclamation.” 

As a result of these inquiries, we believe that we have been advised authority 
tively on this subject. 

An examination of the record indicates that contrary to certain opinion, the 
Bureau of Reclamation is very active in the municipal water supply field. Con 
missioner Dominy testified in February 1959 before the House Irrigation ani 
Reclamation Subcommittee that the Bureau of Reclamation delivered 850,00 
acre-feet of water or some 278 billion gallons of water in 1957 to more than # 
municipalities of which the greater number were in the metropolitan water dis 
trict of California with some 74 other cities scattered through the 17 Westem 
States. It may be appropriate to cite here for the record some of the reclamation 
projects where municipal water supply is of prime importance: Dickinson pro- 
ect, North Dakota; Washita project, Oklahoma; Provo River project, Utah; Su 
Diego aqueduct project, California; San Angelo project, Texas; Rapid City proj 
ect, South Dakota ; Canadian River project, Texas; and Santa Margarita project, 
California. 

As we have discussed this matter of policy with various members of the Cor 
gress and as we have examined the record of committee hearings, conference 
reports and the various other actions taken by the Congress, we believe there is 
very little, if any, difference today between the Bureau of Reclamation legis 
lation and the Corps of Engineers legislation with respect to municipal wate 
supply matters. The critical situation in this country with respect to wate 
and the absolute necessity of developing scarce reservoir sites with maximum 


multiple-purpose reservoirs make it almost impossible to distinguish between the | 


basic types of projects. 
Certainly title III of the omnibus bill of July 3, 1958, attempts to clarify th 
matter by declaring it to be “the policy of the Congress to recognize the primary 


responsibilities of the State and local interests in developing water supplié 
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for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other purposes and that the Federal 
yernment should participate and cooperate with the State and local interests 
in developing such water supplies in connection with the construction, mainte- 
ance, and operation of Federal navigation, flood control, irrigation, or multiple- 
purpose projects. In carrying out the policy set forth in this section, it is hereby 
rovided that storage may be included in any reservoir project surveyed, planned, 
constructed or to be planned, surveyed, and/or constructed by the Corps of Engi- 
neers or the Bureau of Reclamation to impound water for present or anticipated 
future demand or need for municipal or industrial water and the reasonable 
yalue thereof may be taken into account in estimating the economic value of the 
entire project * * *.” : eS 

The recent opinion of the Attorney General of the United States in which he has 
ruled that irrigation water sold from Army reservoirs must be sold in compliance 
with reclamation law would seem to place both the administration and the Con- 

close together on the subject of the respective water responsibilities of the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. 

As Assistant Secretary of the Interior Aandahl stated before the National 
Rivers and Harbors Congress in May 1958, the estimated withdrawal of water in 
1955 was 240 billion gallons per day and by 1975 we may be withdrawing 440 
billion gallons per day of this precious resource. As Senator Mansfield, of Mon- 
tana, advised the Senate on January 27, 1959, when he spoke in behalf of S.R. 
148 to create a temporary select committee on water resources “There is not now 
under construction or planned for construction by public and private agencies 
combined water resource projects that will provide daily 350 billion gallons of 
water of acceptable quality.” The 350 billion gallons per day was Senator 
Mansfield’s estimate of our national water use in 1975. It is possible that in- 
creased water needs may make necessary additional legislation of a type similar 
to H.R. 11544 as proposed on March 20, 1958, by the Honorable Clair Engle, then 
chairman of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee and now the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California, and similar to H.R. 3704 as proposed on 
January 29, 1959, by the Honorable Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman of the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. It is our opinion, concurred in by 
the Solicitor of the Department of the Interior and approved as a policy matter 
by the Secretary of the Interior that the Cheney division Wichita project is 
compatible with the use of present reclamation legislation and funds. 


ACTIONS TAKEN BY THE CITY OF WICHITA 


In connection with the joint investigation and planning of the Cheney division 
project with the Bureau of Reclamation, it should be pointed out that the city 
of Wichita has borne its share of the responsibility and has taken every single 
action that it could have taken in support of the project up to the present time. 

1. The city has participated with the Geological Survey on a cooperative basis 
since 1938 in connection with ground water investigations. 

2. The city has been cooperating with the Bureau of Reclamation since 1947 
in an evaluation of available water supply resources. 

3. The city took formal action in 1951 advising the Bureau of Reclamation as 
to its needs in respect to additional sources of municipal water and requesting 
the Bureau to consider the needs of the city in connection with planning then 
underway. 

4. The city took formal action in 1952 requesting consulting engineers to 
develop a long-range water supply program. ‘The ensuing recommendations were 
adopted and the initial steps with respect to pipelines and wells to be constructed 
in the Equus beds ground water reservoir were carried out. 

5. The city formed a mayor’s advisory committee in early 1955 and its recom- 
mendations with respect to the Cheney Reservoir were adopted formally by the 
city commission. 

6. The city requested the Bureau of Reclamation in the spring of 1955 to 
make a reconnaissance report on the proposed Cheney Reservoir, which report 
was issued by the Bureau in July 1955. 

7. The city retained independent consulting engineers to evaluate the July 
1955 reconnaissance report issued by the Bureau of Reclamation, with the result 
that the Bureau of Reclamation was requested to make a further geologic 
investigation. 

8. The city of Wichita appropriated $10,000 on a contributing basis for a 
Bureau of Reclamation geologic report which was issued in October 1955. 
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9. The city of Wichita requested the Wichita Water Co., a subsidiary of 


American Water Works Co., and the local utility operating the wate 
system, to develop a long-range water supply plan. 

10. The report of the Wichita Water Co. and/or the American Water Works 
was issued in November 1955 and submitted by the city of Wichita to its cop, 
sulting engineers for review and comment. The city’s consulting engings 
report issued in December 1955 concurred in the findings of the reconnais 
and geologic reports of the Bureau of Reclamation, recommended the CONStructigg 
of the Cheney Reservoir as a joint venture with the Bureau of Reclamation, agg 
recommended the construction of a pipeline and related transmission works by 
the city from the reservoir site to the city waterworks plant. 

11. The city of Wichita appropriated $40,000 in the early spring of 1956 Ong 
contributing funds basis for a feasibility report to be prepared by the Bureay 
of Reclamation. The preliminary draft of the feasibility report was made avail 
able in November 1956 and was cleared at the field level with the Federal depgy, 
ments and agencies and States concerned under the interagency agreement, 

12. The consulting enigneers retained by the city concurred in the Bureay ¢ 
Reclamation feasibility report. 

13. The mayor of the city of Wichita formally accepted the feasbility report 
and also concurred therein in December 1956 officially in behalf of the city, 

14. The final draft of the Bureau of Reclamation feasibility report was issued 
in February 1957 transmitted by the region 5 director to the Commissioner of thy 
Bureau of Reclamation in Washington who concurred in the report and forwapy. 
ed it to the Secretary of the Interior for his formal review. The city of Wichiy 
assisted in informal approval and clearance of the report by the regiong 
director. 

15. The city of Wichita held a public hearing and full review on September? 
1956, at which time every phase of the proposed long-range water supply progray 
for the city was reviewed and discussed by the financial consultants, special 
water counsed, special bond counsed, financial analysts, consulting engineey 
appraisal engineers and the professional staff members of the city. Reco. 


Y distribytig, | 
ibutigg 


mendations included plans for revenue bond financing of all municipal wate 


activities, the purchase of the distribution proerties of the Wichita Water (Co, 
the conversion of temporary notes to revenue bonds, the construction of the 
Cheney Reservoir as a joint venture with the Bureau of Reclamation, the cp 
struction by the city of the pipeline and related transmission facilities from the 
reservoir site to the municipal waterworks of the city and the construction of 
emergency and reserve wells as an interim source of water supply. 

16. In more than 100 actions of extensive litigation in the State district courts 
State supreme court, Federal district courts, Federal court of appeals and the 
U.S. Supreme Court. the city was successful in upholding the constitutionality 
of the Kansas State water law and the city’s right to develop and operates 
municipal waterworks system. 

17. The question of financial participation in the construction of the Cheney 
Reservoir was submitted to the electorate on November 6, 1956, and was over 
whelmingly approved. 

18. The question of the purchase of the distribution properties of the Wichita 
Water Co. was submitted to the electorate on November 6, 1956, and was over 
whelmingly approved. 

19. The question of the construction of the pipeline and transmission facil: 
ities from the Cheney Reservoir to the city was submitted to the electorate o 
November 6, 1956, and was overwhelmingly approved. 

20. The city obtained enabling legislation from the 1957 session of the State 


legislature permitting the conversion of temporary notes to revenue bond finane | 


ing, permitting the purchase of the local water utility properties and granting 
authority to the Board of Commissioners of the City of Wichita to contrac 
with the Federal Gevernment for the construction of the Cheney Reservoir 
project. 

21. The city has applied for appropriate water rights in connection with the 
Cheney Reservoir site as required by Kansas water law. Conflicting claims 
have been dismissed by the appropriate State agency and the city has bea 
granted until December 31, 1960, to commence construction of the reservoir. 

22. The city has purchased the distribution properties of the local water 
utility for approximately $30 million and has financed the purchase by th 
issuance and sale of water revenue bonds. 

23. The city has adopted a formal resolution approving a proposed repayment 
contract in form and substance generally satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
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Interior covering the reimbursable portion of the reservoir costs allocated to 
municipal water supply purposes. ' 

24, The city has adopted a formal resolution tendering the management of 
the Cheney Reservoir for fish,and wildlife conservation and recreation purposes 
to the Kansas Forestry, Fish and Game Commission and/or the Kansas State 
Park Commission as may be determined by the Governor of the State of 
Kansas. 5 . A é 
95, The city has adopted a 12-point pollution abatement program in com- 
pliance with requirements of the Kansas State Board of Health, is now construct- 
ing some $6.5 million of additional primary and secondary sewage-treatment 
works, has adopted the appropriate environmental sanitation, sewer use and 

lution abatement ordinances and is now in compliance with the requirements 
of the Kansas State Board of Health as supported by the Federal Public Health 
Service. ‘ 

96. The city has adopted appropriate water conservation ordinances designed 
to conserve its water supply. 

9. The city has adopted experimental recharge procedures in cooperation 
with the appropriate agencies of the State of Kansas in an attempt to develop 
an orderly process of recharge of the municipal well field area in the ground 
water reservoir located northwest of the city. 

28, In connection with the maximum use policy, the city has approved the 
February 1959 reappraisal of the Cheney division project as made by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation on the basis of experience since the 1957 feasibility report 
was issued. 

CHENEY RESERVOIR PROJECT ENDORSEMENT 


The Cheney Reservoir project has received unprecedented and wholehearted 
support not only in Wichita but throughout the entire State of Kansas and the 
surrounding area. 

The Cheney division Wichita project has been approved by the mayor’s advis- 
ory committee on water problems; has been approved by the Wichita Civic 
Council, an organization comprising the presidents of more than 100 local civic 
business, labor and religious organizations; has been approved by five separate 
city commissions since the project was first recommended in 1952 by the city’s 
consulting engineers; has been approved by 10 of the most recent mayors of 
Wichita; has been approved by the Governor of the State of Kansas after clear- 
ance through the appropriate State agencies concerned; is consistent with the 
statement adopted unanimously in November 1959 by the Kansas Municipal Con- 
ference ef Mayors outlining a general policy on public water supply problems 
presented to the Select Committee on National Water Resources of the U.S. 
Senate in public hearings held on November 18, 1959, in Topeka; is consistent 
with the water supply policies of the Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and 
Conservation Association; has been approved by the Kansas Reclamation As- 
sociation ; has been cleared officially through the Federal departments and agen- 
cies and States concerned in the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Inter-Agency 
Committee (AWRRBIAC) ; and is supported on a bipartisan basis by members 
of both political parties comprising the entire congressional delegation from 
Kansas whose two Senators introduced identical supporting legislation (S. 
1092) which has been approved by the U.S. Senate. 


LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 


The Cheney division Wichita project, Kansas has been proposed in the Con- 
gress of the United States by the following legislation: H.R. 7969, dated June 6, 
1957, 85th Congress, Ist session; S. 2209, dated June 5, 1957, 85th Congress, 1st 
session; H.R. 4606, dated February 17, 1959, 86th Congress, 1st session; S. 1092, 
dated February 17, 1957, 85th Congress, 1st session. 


APPENDIX 
SUMMARY OF FEDERAL WATER POLICY AND LEGISLATION 


The Cheney division Wichita project is consistent generally with: 

(1) The river basin approach recommended by the report of the President’s 
tee Resources Policy Commission established by Executive Order 10095 
n 1950; 

(2) The river basin and regional approach as well as the partnership policy 
recommended by the President’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources estab- 
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lished by the President’s directive dated May 26, 1954, and whose report 
issued on December 22, 1955, forwarded to Congress by the President On Jam. | 
ary 17, 1956, and published as House Document No. 315 of the 84th Con = i 
2d session, in 1956; ° Grey 

(3) Various river basin reports authorized by the Congress as follows: 

(a) White River report (H. Doc. 102) dated March 30, 1932. 

(b) Arkansas River report (H. Doc. 308) dated August 24, 1935. 

(c) Red River report (H. Doc. 378) dated January 3, 1936. 

(d) Arkansas River Basin report (H. Doc. 447) dated February 22, 1944, 

(e) Arkansas River Basin report (H. Doc. 758) dated July 30, 1946. 

(f) Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Interagency Committee report (g Dee 
13) dated January 30, 1957. ‘ie 

(4) Various reclamation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Homestead Act of 1862 which provided for the homesteading 
certain public lands. 

(b) The Water Right of Way Act of July 26, 1866, which provided rights.of. 
way over public lands for irrigation purposes. 

(c) The Irrigation Reporting Act of 1873 which established a board to investi. 
gate a system of irrigation in the San Joaquin, Tulare, and Sacramento Valley 
of California which Board recommended Federal survey of irrigable acres and 
potential canals. 

(d@) The First Desert Land Act of 1877 which authorized the sale of certain 
ca land in the West at $1.25 per acre if irrigation was furnished Within 

years. 

(e) The Territorial Irrigation Act of August 30, 1890, which provided fy 
easements and rights-of-way for the irrigation and reclamation of arid lang 

(f) The Carey Land Act of 1894 which provided for the donation of pub 
desert land to each of the public land States for sale in 160-acre tracts for 
irrigation and settlement. 

(g) The Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902, as amended, which provides th 
basic authority for the operation of the Bureau of Reclamation in its congtrys 
tion of irrigation works for the reclamation of arid lands. 

(h) The Reclamation Indian Lands Act of April 21, 1904, which provided for th 
reclamation and disposal of irrigable lands in certain reservations. 

(i) The Reclamation Extension Act of February 25, 1905, which extended th | 
original Reclamation Act to the Rio Grande Basin in Texas. } 

(j) The Town Sites and Power Development Act of April 16, 1906, which pe. 
mitted the Secretary of the Interior to contract for municipal water on reclams | 
tion projects. 

(k) The Reclamation Project Financing Act of June 25, 1910, which authoriza 
advances from the Treasury in addition to reclamation funds to complete projects 
underway. 

(1) The Warren Act of February 21, 1911, which authorizes the Federal Gor. 
ernment to contract for impounding and storing water in cooperation with rech- 
mation projects. 

(m) The Reclamation Extension Act of August 13, 1914, which extended th 
repayment period on irrigation projects from 10 years to 20 years. 

(n) The Fact Finders Act of December 5, 1924, which provides for engineering 
and cost studies and findings of feasiblity by the Secretary of the Interior. 

(o) Reclamation and Classification Act of May 25, 1926, which provides for 
variable payments in connection with the use of water from reclamation projects 

(p) The Reclamation Act of August 4, 1939, which authorized the Secretary 
of the Interior to introduce contracts for municipal water supply purposes ani 
provided for nonreimbursable allocations to flood control and to navigation. 

(q) The Water Conservation Act of August 11, 1939, which authorizes wate 
conservation projects in the Great Plains and semiarid areas of the Unite 
States. 

(r) The Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, which provides the basi 
general authority for the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of irrigation water 
impounded in Corps of Engineers reservoirs. 

(s) The Water Facilities Act of August 17, 1954, which extends authorizatia 
for water conservation projects to the entire United States and its territories. 

(t) The omnibus bill of July 3, 1958, of which title ITI, known as the Wate 
Supply Act of 1958, as quoted from Senate Report No. 1710 dated June 14, 1% 
provides as follows: 

“Title III provides for the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamatim 
to include storage for immediate and future water supply in Federal navigation, 
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flood control, irrigation, or multiple-purpose projects on a basis which will permit 
the Federal Government and local interests to share equitably in the benefits of 
multiple-purpose construction. ‘This title also provides that storage may be 
included in ee ee —e ie a planned, constructed, or to be 
, surveyed and/or construc yy these agencies. 
Pee ceamitte considers title III to be one of the most important parts of the 
pill because of the increasingly acute water shortages which are developing not 
only in the more arid sections of the country but also in humid areas oe, 
The committee believes that title III provides the framework within which the 
Corps of Bngineers and the Bureau of Reclamation may proceed to develop the 
pest overall use of water resources in river basins in the service of water supply 
er needs.” 
ore varios flood control legislation as follows: b ; ; ‘ 

(a) The River and Harbor Act of May 24, 1824, which authorized investigu- 
tion and improvement of waters for navigation and other purposes. 

(b) The Mississippi River Survey Act of 1850 which authorized a survey to 
determine the most practical plan of flood control for the Mississippi River 
Woh The Mississippi River Commission Act of June 28, 1879, which estab- 
lished the Mississippi River Commission to investigate navigation and flood 

ions. 
— The California Debris Commission Act of March 1, 1893, which extended 
Federal interest in flood control practices beyond the Mississippi River Valley 
alifornia. 
“% The River and Harbor Act of June 13, 1902, which created a Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to review all survey reports authorized by 
Congress except those reports under the jurisdiction of the Mississippi River 
mmission. 
ae The River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1909, which provided for the 
inclusion of water power data in river surveys. 

(g) The River and Harbor Act of March 4, 1913, which provided the first 
legislative basis for reports to the Congress on water resources projects and 
established the first requirement that such projects be considered on a com- 
rehensive basis. 

. (hk) The Flood Control Act of March 1, 1917, which recognized the enlarged 
Federal concern with flood control and its close relationship to navigation and 
water resources developments. 

(i) The River and Harbor Act of June 5, 1920, which required the Chief of 
Engineers to include in survey reports his recommendations for local coopera- 
tion where special benefits accrued from projects. 

(j) The Flood Control Act of May 31, 1924, which authorized a river basin 
study (H. Doc. 308 dated Aug. 24, 1935) of a portion of the area lated described 
as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins. 

(k) The River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1925, which authorized a river 
basin study (H. Doc. 378 dated Jan. 3, 1936) of a portion of the area later 
described as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins and which authorized an esti- 
mate of surveys on navigable streams in order to provide for the formulation 
of general plans for navigation, water power, flood control, and irrigation (re- 
port pursuant to this act printed as H. Doc. 308, 69th Cong.). 

(1) The River and Harbor Act of January 21, 1927, which authorized river 
basin studies (H. Doc. 308 dated Aug. 24, 1935, H. Doc. 378 dated Jan. 3, 1936, 
and H. Doc. 102 dated Mar. 30, 1932) of a portion of the area later described 
as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins as recommended in House Document 308. 

(m) The River and Harbor Act of May 15, 1927, which authorized river 
basin studies (H. Doc. 308 dated Aug. 24, 1935, H. Doc. 878 dated Jan. 3, 1936, 
and H. Doc. 102 dated Mar. 30, 1932) of a portion of the area later described as 
Arkansas-White-Red River Basins as recommended in H. Doc. 308. Altogether 
some 200 reports were made over a 10-year period of virtually all the major 
rivers of the United States. Such reports were known as 308 reports and pro- 
aa Congress for the basis of emergency relief project legislation in the early 

’s, 

(n) The River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1980, which authorized a river basin 
study (H. Doc. 378 dated Jan. 3, 1936) of a portion of the area later described as 
Arkansas-White-Red River Basins, which established the Beach Erosion Board, 
and which provided for shore and beach protection studies to be made by the 


ah Government in cooperation with local interest with costs to be shared 
ally. 





62 CHENEY DIVISION, WICHITA PROJECT, KANSAS 


(0) The River and Harbor Act of February 10, 1932, which enlarged the geg 
of Federal interest in navigation. ad 

(p) The River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, which authorized g river 
basin study (H. Doc. 758 dated July 30, 1946) of a portion of the area later de 
scribed as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins. 

(q) The Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, which authorized a river basin 
study (H. Doc. 758 dated July 30, 1946) of a portion of the area later described 
as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins; which act established the policy op 4 
nationwide basis that “flood control on navigable waters or their tributaries isa 
proper activity of the Federal Government” ; and which act stipulated the A-B-() 
requirements for local cooperation: (@) that local interests would provide lands, 
easements and rights of way, (b) that local interests would give assurances to 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction works 
and (c) that local interests agree to maintain and to operate projects after cop. 
struction. 


(r) The Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, which authorized further study jp _| 


the development of a comprehensive plan for the Arkansas River Basin, the 
White River Basin and the Red River Basin (later modified by the Flood Cop. 
trol Act of 1941) and which act modified the A-~B-—C requirements above, | 

(s) The Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941 which amended and modifi 
the comprehensive plan for the Arkansas River Basin, the White River Basip 
and the Red River Basin as originally authorized by the Flood Control Aet of 
1938 and which act modified the A-B-C requirements and made them applicable 
for channel and local protection projects only and not for flood control reservoirs 

(t) The Flood Control Act of December 23, 1943, which authorized further 
reports and the development of a comprehensive plan for the Arkansas River and 
its tributaries. 

(w) The Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, which provided for (q) 
recognition of rights and interests of States in water resources development, 
(b) authorized provision of facilities in reservoir areas for public use including 
recreation and conservation of fish and wildlife, and (c) disposal of surplus 
water at reservoirs. 

(v) The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, which recognized the rights 
of States in water development projects, which facilitate the consideration of 
projects on the basis of comprehensive and coordinated development and which 
provided for coordination between the Departments of War and Interior, 

(w) The Flood Control Act of July 24, 1946, which provided for feasibility 
reports on flood control projects and authorized the construction of recreation 
facilities in reservoir areas. 

(x) The Flood Control Act of May 17, 1950, which authorized a comprehensive 
study and development of a long-range plan for the water and land resources 
of the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins as a unit which study was begun in 
1950, completed in 1955 at a cost of some $10 million and forwarded by the 
executive branch to the Congress in 1957 where it was printed as Senate Docv- 
ment 13 dated January 30, 1957. 

(y) The River and Harbor Act of June 15, 1955, which provided for investiga- 
tions of problems due to flooding in coastal areas because of hurricanes. 

(z) The River and Harbor Act of July 28, 1956, which amended previous acts 
providing for Federal participation in protection of shores that are publicly 
owned or used to the extent that Federal costs do not exceed one-third of the 
construction costs. 

(aa) The River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of July 3, 1958 (title 
and title II of the omnibus bill), which clarified congressional policy with respect 
to municipal water supply in Corps of Engineers and/or Bureau of Reclamation 
reservoirs and which authorized projects for hurricane protection and defined 
a basis for Federal participation. 

(6) Various waterpower legislation as follows: 

(a) The Federal Waterpower Act of June 10, 1920, as amended which provides 
the basic authority for the development of waterpower on navigable streams 
(including the Arkansas River). 

(7) Various soil conservation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Soil Conservation Act of April 27, 1935, which provides for soil cot 
servation service and pilot watershed programs for the protection of land re 
sources against soil erosion. 

(b) The Watershed Protection Act of August 4, 1954, which amends the Fed- 
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(8) Various water pollution legislation as follows: , 

(a) The Public Health Service Act of July 1, 1944, which provides the basic 
authority of the Surgeon General in matters of water purification, sewage treat- 
ment, and pollution of lakes and streams. , , ; 

(b) The Water Pollution Control Act of June 30, 1948, which directs the 
Surgeon General to prepare and to adopt the comprehensive program of pollution 
abatement in interstate waters and which authority was extended by Public 
Law 579 of the 82d Congress. a ; 4 

(ec) The Water Pollution Control Act of July 17, 1952, which extends the Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1948. a ¥ 

(d) The Water Pollution Control Act of July 9, 1956, which authorizes the 
Surgeon General (1) to develop comprehensive programs for control of water 

lution in cooperation with Federal agencies, States, interstate agencies, and 
municipalities; and (2) to adopt Federal measures to abate pollution in inter- 
state waters. eer F b : 

(9) Various fish and wildlife conservation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Fish and Wildlife Act of March 10, 1934, which provides the basic 
authority for conservation of fish and wildlife. 

(b) The Fish and Wildlife Act of August 14, 1946, which amends the authority 
of the original act and broadens the base of conservation participation. 

(ec) The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of August 12, 1958, which pro- 
vides for interagency consultation for conservation purposes and for the allo- 
cation of funds for conservation benefits in water reservoir projects. 

(10) Various recreation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Outdoor Recreation Resources Act of June 28, 1958, which provides 
for the establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com- 
mission for the purpose of developing recommendations with respect to policies 
and programs to be adopted by the Congress. 

(b) The Boating Safety Act of August 12, 1958, which establishes minimum 
safety standards for the rapidly increasing boating and recreation use of public 
waters. 

(11) Various interstate river compacts and interagency and/or river basin 
committee agreements as follows: 

(a) Arkansas River interstate compact between Kansas and Colorado as au- 
thorized by the Arkansas River Compact Act of April 19, 1945. 

(b) Arkansas River interstate compact between Kansas and Oklahoma as 
authorized by the Kansas-Oklahoma Interstate Compact Act of August 11, 
1955. Commissioners have been appointed by both States in connection with 
the proposed interstate compact and negotiations are now underway with re 
spect to compact terms. 

(c) Arkansas River interstate compact between Kansas and Arkansas. This 
proposed compact was never authorized by congressional legislation and sub- 
sequently was split into two separate compacts: (1) interstate compact .be- 
tween Kansas and Oklahoma above, and (2) interstate compact between Ar- 
kansas and Oklahoma below for the reasons that (1) the State of Kansas 
and Arkansas are not contiguous, and (2) the character of the Arkansas River 
changes as between the two States concerned. 

(d) Arkansas River interstate compact between Arkansas and Oklahoma as 
authorized by the Arkansas-Oklahoma Interstate Compact Act of June 28, 
1955. Commissioners have been appointed by both States in connection with 
the proposed interstate compact and negotiations are now underway with re 
spect to compact terms. 

(e) Republican River interstate compact between Kansas, Nebraska, and 
Colorado as authorized by the Kansas, Nebraska, and Colorado Republican River 
Compact Act of May 26, 1943. 

(f) Blue River interstate compact between Kansas and Nebraska as pro- 
posed by H.R. 6231, H.R. 6236, and H.R. 6271, all introduced on April 10, 1959, 
in the 86th Congress, 1st session. 

(7) Missouri River Basin Committee, comprising Kansas, Nebraska, Colorado, 
South Dakota, Iowa, North Dakta, Wyoming, Montana, Missouri, and Min- 
nesota, in accordance with provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944, the pro- 
visions of an agreement adopted by the 1945 Federal Inter-Agency River Basin 
Committee, and as chartered on November 16, 1954, by the Inter-Agency Com- 
mittee on Water Resources (ICWR). 


Mr. Asprnatt. Do I understand you will make the presentation ? 
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Mayor Rympu. Mr. Chairman, I do wish to make a summary state | 
ment in regard to this, and then let questions be presented. : 
Mr. AsprnaLu. I was just going to ask, will anybody else make | 
formal presentation ? 

Mayor Ryrmpu. I will make a summary statement. 

Mr. Asrrnatu. All right. You may proceed. 

Mayor Rymen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ay 
Levi B. Rymph, mayor of Wichita. I am accompanied by Justus y 
Fugate, former mayor of Wichita and my immediate predecessor jy 
office, and by A. E. Howse, former mayor of Wichita, during whog 
administration the city of Wichita formally concurred with the pry. 
ect report of the Bureau of Reclamation with respect to the feasibility 
of the Cheney division, Wichita project (Kansas), to be discussed th 
morning by this committee. I am accompanied by Messrs. Fugate ani 
Howse as tangible evidence of the continuing support of this projeg 
by several successive municipal administrations. Also, these two gep. 
tlemen are completely familiar with every phase of the project ani | 
are available to you for questioning concerning every phase of thy | 
project. I was elected mayor on April 12, 1960, and, under this ci. 
cumstance will ask the indulgence of this committee in limiting py 
remarks to the following prepared statement : ie 

We are appearing before this congressional committee as the officig] 
representatives of the city of Wichita for the purpose of expressing 
the strongest possible support of a proposed Bureau of Reclamation 
reservoir project commonly known in our section of the country as th 
Cheney Reservoir project and officially described as the Cheney diyi- 
sion, Wichita project (Kansas), as proposed by H.R. 4606. ~ 

However, before proceeding further, we wish to take this oppor- 
tunity to express for the record our deep appreciation for the cooper. 
tion and assistance given to the city of Wichita and to this proposed 
reservoir project: (1) by the Federal departments and agencies and 
river basin States concerned in the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins 
Interagency Committee (AWRRBIAC) as established by the Pres- 
dent in letter directive dated May 19, 1950, pursuant to the provisions 
of the Flood Control Act of 1950; (2) by the various officials of the 
Federal departments and agencies concerned under the interagency 
agreement on the coordination of water and related land resoures 
activities as approved by the President on May 26, 1954; and (3) by 
the various members of the appropriate congressional committees and 
their administrative staff members whose advice and counsel have been 
made available to us throughout the planning of this project. 

We are particularly grateful for the continued and wholehearted 
support given to this project by the Honorable Edward H. Rees, ow 
own Congressman from the Fourth Congressional District of Kansas, 
whose bill, H.R. 7969, was introduced on June 6, 1957, in the Houseof 
Representatives in the 1st session of the 85th Congress and whos 
bill, H.R. 4606, was introduced on February 17, 1959, in the Housed 
Representatives in the 1st session of the 86th Congress. 

We are especially grateful for the courtesies extended to us by tle 
Honorable Walter E. Rogers of Texas, chairman of the House Irng- 
tion and Reclamation Subcommittee and the Honorable Wayne}. 
Aspinall, of Colorado, chairman of the House Committee on Interior | 
and Insular Affairs. The advice and counsel of these Members of 
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» weal | have been made available in the finest. tradition of coopera- 
’ State tion tween the legislative branch of the Federal Government and 
| the respective State and local governments. _ 
nae We are most appreciative of the splendid assistance and support 
| given to us by the Secretary and by various officials of the U.S. De- 
rtment of the Interior and particularly from its Bureau of Recla- 
mation throughout the entire organization extending from the area 
: office in Oklahoma City, the regional office in Amarillo, the chief 
tus H engineer's Office in Denver and the Office of the Commissioner in 
“iit! Washington. D.C. oust “sho dibel hx! 
Who In our opinion, the proposed Cheney division, Wichita project rep- 
© Pro)-| esents the finest example within our knowledge or experience of com- 
bility plete cooperation between the local, State, and Federal governments. 
ed ths Public funds for the appropriate investigations and reports have 
te aid | seen made available both by the city of Wichita and by the Bureau of 
Projet | Peclamation. Data with respect to the geologic, engineering, financial 
‘0 gel ‘and economic aspects of the project have been exchanged freely and 
ct and | on a cooperative basis between the respective municipal, State, and 
of the Federal agencies concerned. 
US ¢i| ~The reconnaissance reports, the geologic reports and the feasibility 
ng my reports issued by the Bureau of Reclamation represent the combined 
., best judgment of the various levels of government and are concurred 
oficial in by the city of Wichita and its consulting engineers. 
‘essilg The project has been conformed to policies and legislation of the 
nation | three levels of government concerned with respect to matters of water 
88 the supply, flood control, irrigation, hydroelectiric power, pollution, fish 
y div | gnd wildlife conservation, and recreation. 

The project recognizes: (1) the desirability of substantial financial 
°ppet- | participation at the local level in accordance with the so-called part- 
oper: | nership policy of the Congress and the President; (2) the river basin 
posed plan as the most practical approach to the development of land and 
esand water resources on a regional basis irrespective of municipal limits 
Basis | or State boundaries; (3) the economic factors which make it imprac- 
Presi: tical for a single unit of government to —— a river basin water 
rISIONS | resources program without the cooperation and participation of all 
of the levels of government involved; (4) the importance of maximum use 
gency of scarce reservoir sites and limited water resources in accordance 
oures with an overall river basin land and water resources development 
(3) by | plan; (5) the interdependence of water supply and pollution abate- 
esanl | ment problems and the consequent sependiliiie of local government 
eben | to make the best possible use of its water supply for the benefit of 

itself and downstream users. 
earl The city of Wichita appears before this committee today urging 
es, Ou’ authorization of the Cheney division, Wichita project at the earliest 
ansis, possible date. The time required for project engineering and project 
useot | construction will exhaust the margin of reserve provided for our 
who | pg water supply by the installation of emergency water wells 
useof and will place the city on “borrowed time” insofar as its water supply 
ls concerned. 
by te The Cheney division, Wichita project is feasible from an economic 
Trigs point of view as well as from an engineering point of view. According 
me. to the report of the Department of the Interior, the annual benefits 


a | 4re approximately three times the annual costs. Cost to the city of 
eTS 0 


, Tan 
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Wichita for untreated water at the reservoir site is reasonable ang 
within the ability of the city to pay. 

In order to participate with the United States in the propose | 
Cheney division, Wichita project and in order to place our entip, | 
municipal water supply program on a revenue-bond basis of financing | 
the city of Wichita has purchased for some $30 million the distributig, 
portion of its water supply system formerly owned by a private wate | 
utility. Since November 1, 1957, the entire waterworks system of the 
city of Wichita including water wells, transmission lines, treatment 
works, and distribution mains has been owned and operated by the | 
municipality. 

Our request for congressional authorization of this project is base 
upon our willingness to assume and to repay the Federal Governmey 
with interest that portion of the project cost attributable to munip. 
ipal water supply purposes. The terms of a proposed repayment 
contract have been negotiated with the Bureau of Reclamation and 
have been approved by the Board of Commissioners of the city of 
Wichita whose mayor is authorized to execute such repayment ¢op. 
tract in substantially similar form and substance as may be approved 
finally by the Secretary of the Department of the Interior. The pro. 
posed repayment contract is reasonable in every respect and well 
within the limits of term, interest rate, and rate of repayment cus. 
tomarily established heretofore on similar reclamation projects, 

The investment of the Federal Government is secured beyond ques- 
tion, the city having pledged the receipts from the sale of water from 
all water supply sources rather than solely from the Cheney Reservoir, 
Under the terms of the covenants supporting some $40 million jp 
amount of water revenue bonds, the annual payments to the Federal 
Government are classified as operating expenses and are preferred a 
to payment prior to other debt service requirements. 

The Cheney division, Wichita project is a joint venture between 
the city of Wichita and the United States in which the city assumes 
its proportionate share of the risk and agrees to repay with interest 
the project cost allocated to municipal water supply. Thus, the Fed- 
eral Government eventually will be removed from the municipal water 
supply business in this project. Construction cost of the dam, reser- 
voir, basic recreation facilities, and fish and wildlife conservation 
facilities is estimated at $18,274,000. The city of Wichita has agreed 
to repay an amount not to exceed $7,396,000 plus interest, which 
amount is approximately 40 percent of the construction cost and an 
allowance for contingencies, thus, providing a margin of insurance 
against the necessity of contract renegotiation in the event of advane- 
ing prices. 

In addition, the proposed repayment contract provides that the city 
will at its own cost of $7,650,000 construct the pipeline and related 
transmission facilities required to transport water from the reservoir 
site to the city limits and that such construction will be undertaken 
by the city concomitantly with the construction of the Cheney Dam 
and Reservoir by the Federal Government. Thus, it may be seen that 
the total construction cost of dam, reservoir, basic recreation facilities, 
fish and wildlife conservation facilities, pipeline and related trans 
mission facilities approximates $25,924,000 of which amount the city 
of Wichita will pay approximately $15 million or some 58 percent. 
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@ and | . Weshould emphasize the fact that the city of Wichita is not request- 
ing an allowance of cost for the McConnell Air Force Base located 
Posed | adjacent to Wichita and operated by the Strategic Air Command. 
entire | Neither is the city of Wichita requesting an allowance of cost for the 
neing, | expansion of the municipal water treatment plant completed in 1956 
vation | gt a cost of $3.5 million, which facilities will be sufficient to handle 
Water | the proposed new water supply source. __ 
of the the city of Wichita appears before this committee to ask that the 
tment | Federal Government authorize the project and approve as nonreim- 
y the | bursable those project costs attributed to flood control, to recreation, 
and to the conservation of fish and wildlife. 
based This request is made: (1) after the city has agreed to obligate it- 
iment | self for repayment in full of the reimbursable municipal water supply 
nie. | costs; (2) after the city has agreed to construct the connecting pipe- 
ment | Jine and related transmission facilities from its own funds unrelated 
1 and | to Federal financing; (3) after the city has purchased the distribu- 
ty of | tion properties of the local water utility at a cost of approximately 
COn- | $30 million in order to consolidate all its water operations into a single 
roved | municipal water system with a total capital investment approximating 
‘pro. | $52 million; (4) after the city has obtained approval of the appro- 
well | priate application for water rights for the reservoir site from an agency 
cus. | of the State of Kansas; (5) after the city has complied with a 12- 
: point pollution abatement program including among other things the 
ques- | construction of $6.5 million of additional sewage treatment facilities 
from | as approved by the Kansas State Board of Health and by the U.S. 
voir. | Public Health Service; (6) after the city has obtained the necessary 
min | enabling legislation from the Kansas State Legislature; (7) after the 
deral | city has secured the overwhelming approval of the electorate of 
edas | Wichita; and (8) after the city has adopted a formal resolution ten- 
dering the management of the Cheney Reservoir for fish and wildlife 
ween conservation and recreation purposes to the Kansas Forestry, Fish, 
umes | and Game Commission and/or the Kansas State Park Commission as 
erest | may be determined by the Governor of the State of Kansas in accord- 
Fed- | ance with the recommendations of the National Park Service and of 
rater | the Fish and Wildlife Bureau, both of the Department of the Interior. 
eser- Mr. AsprnaLu. The committee will stand in recess. If you gentle- 
ition men will make yourselves comfortable, we will be back inside of half 
reel | anhour, or it may be 214 hours. 


hich (Brief recess.) | 

dan} Mr. Asprnati. The committee will resume its hearings. 

ance You may proceed, Mayor Rymph. 

‘ane- Mr. Rrmpu. In conclusion, we should advise the committee of the 


} unprecedented and wholehearted support which this project has re- 
city ceived not only in Wichita but throughout the entire State of Kansas 
ated and the adjoining States. The Cheney division Wichita project has 
voir | been approved by the Mayor’s advisory committee on water problems; 
iken | has been approved by the Wichita Civic Council, an organization com- 
Jam | prising the presidents of more than 100 local civic, business, labor, and 
that | religious organizations; has been approved by 5 separate city commis- 
ties, Slons since the project was first recommended in 1952 by the city’s con- 


ans | sulting engineers; has been approved by 10 of the most recent mayors 
city | of Wichita; has been approved by the Governor of the State of Kan- 


‘ sas after clearance through the appropriate State agencies concerned ; 





| 
! 
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is consistent with the statement adopted unanimously in November 
1959 by the Kansas Municipal Conference of Mayors outlining a 


eral policy on public water supply problems presented to the Select 


Committee on National Water Resources of the U.S. Senate in pubiig 
hearings held on November 18, 1959, in Topeka; is consistent with thy 
water supply policies of the Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Contrg) 
and Conservation Association; has been eee by the Kansas Rp. 
clamation Association; has been cleared officially through the Feder] 
departments and agencies and States concerned in the Arka 
White-Red-River Basins Interagency Committee (AWRRBIAG). 
and is supported on a bipartisan basis by members of both political 
parties comprising the entire congressional delegation from Kanggs 
whose two Senators introduced identical supporting legislation (8, 
1092) which has been approved by the U.S. Senate. 

In closing may I express again the deep appreciation of the city of 
Wichita for the many courtesies extended to us by the members of this 
committee and by the administrative staff members. May I ask per. 
mission of the chairman that, under the circumstances outlined at the 
beginning of my statement, questions concerning the project by 
directed to Messrs. Fugate and/or Howse, both of whom are author. 
ized to speak officially for the city of Wichita. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Thank you very much. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Asprnatu. The committee stands in recess. 

(Short recess. ) 

Mr. Asprnati. We shall resume the hearing, gentlemen. Off the 
record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Asprnaty. Back on the record, much has been said about this 
project being a joint venture between the Federal Government and 
acity. Do we have a precedent for such a project? 

Mr. Howser. Mr. Aspinall, I do not believe we understand the 
question. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I say much has been said about this project being 
a joint venture between the United States and a city—a single city, 
and I asked you if we had a precedent for such a program. 

Mr. Howse. Well, I assume the San Angelo project 

Mr. Asprnatu. The San Angelo project has irrigation connected 
with it. They have a water users association. 

We just recently passed the Norman project and that was between 
the Federal Government and a locality—a water conservation district. 

Is there any conservancy district in this area? 

Mr. Howse. No, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Does the law of Kansas provide for a conservancy 
district ? 

Mr. Howse. I do not believe it does, Mr. Aspinall. In any event, 
it does not require one. 

Mr. Asprnatu. There will be some benefits, perhaps, a few direct 
and many indirect, which will be received by the people of the area 
who are not residents of the city of Wichita. 

How will they contribute to the cost of this project ? 
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Mr. pane. I do not think it is contemplated that they will under 

ig sal. 

Oe Reewant. You heard the statements asked this morning about 
ihe method of allocating costs of the project for fish and wildlife and 
so for recreation. This project, if it is constructed, will not be used 
entirely by residents of Wichita. How will those other residents of 
hat area contribute their part to this project? 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Aspinall, they will not contribute except as they 
contribute in general taxes to the Federal Government. 

Mr. AsrinaLy. Have you gone into the formula so that you think 
that is fair to the Federal taxpayer? — 

Mr. Howse. I should say, Mr. Aspinall, in that respect that I think 
the formula is consistent. At least, we are advised that the formula 
ig consistent with the formulas used on similar projects. 

Mr. Asprnaui. I believe in al] other instances, at least, we have a 
enservancy district which incorporates the people of an area so that 
in many instances, not only the users themselves but the residents 
senerally through a millage make some contribution to the cost of the 
project. ; oe ; 

Would the people of this area from the reservoir site to the city of 
Wichita be willing to contribute to such a procedure if the laws of 
Kansas permitted it ? 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Aspinall, I am not in a position to say, but my 
personal opinion is that they would not. A conservancy district is 
something new to the people of Kansas. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr, AsprnaLt. Do you or do you not believe that some local con- 
tributions other than those indirect contributions to which you made 
reference should be made by local users who are not. water users of the 
city of Wichita 

Mr. Howse. I would say, Mr. Aspinall, that in our case the city is 
the principal beneficiary. Of course, all the municipal water supply 
program, the city is prepared to make that contribution. 

The downstream beneficiaries, as I understand it, are quite difficult 
of identification. It is not clear to us how a contribution could be 
assessed or levied or collected in this case. 

Mr. AsptnaLt. How long is it contemplated that the Federal Gov- 


ernment, will have control of the operation and maintenance of this 


project? 

Mr. Howse. My understanding is that the city has agreed, or I 
should say, if I may correct the record, the city has agreed under the 
contract and under the terms of the proposed repayment contract to 
operate and maintain the reservoir subject to the directions of the 
Secretary of Interior and the Secretary of the Army during the life 
of the reservoir. 

Mr. Aspinati. During the life of the reservoir or during the pay- 
out period ? 

Mr. Howse. Perhaps, I should stand corrected. Certainly, at least 
during the payout period. 

Mr. Aspinaut. Then, what will be the wishes of the water users 
after the payout period expires ¢ 
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Mr. Howss. I think the city would be willing now to agree to con. | 
tinue the operation. 

Mr. Asprnaty. As a city project or as a Federal project, operatgi 
and maintained by the city ? 

Mr. Howse. As a Federal project operated and maintained by the | 
cit 

Mr. ASPINALL. Just what value will it be to the Federal Governmer 
after the payout period expires? 

Mr. Howser. I would assume, Mr. Aspinall, the values of recreatig, 
and conservation would continue as well as flood control. 

Mr. Asprnati. As far as flood control and fish and wildlife ay 
recreation is concerned, the users have made no direct contributig, | 
whatsoever; is that right? 

Mr. Howse. I do not think I am prepared to agree with you, M 
Aspinall, on that statement. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Well, go ahead and argue. We are writing a litth| 
record here and I want to know what you are thinking. 

Mr. Howsr. I do not think we know who the users may be. They | 
may be in conservation, for example, or recreation. They may |! 
from the State of Maine as far as we are concerned, and a good many 
of them will be. They may be from the State of California, and 4 
good many of them will be, and through the general or the Feden! 
tax structure they will be contributing to this reservoir in the same 
manner that they do to the other Federal reservoirs that are open for 
those purposes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is it your understanding that when Mr. McBroom 
figured out the allocation for Fish and W ildlife that he went so far 
as to include visitors from Maine, California, and Florida ? 

Mr. Howse. My understanding is that he calculated it on the basis 
of a sportsman day use. We know, or at least we have been told and 
we have observed the reservoirs in Oklahoma, for example, wher 
visitors come from all over the country. They are not by any means 
visitors from the area just around the reservoir site. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. McFarland, do you have any questions? 

Mr. McFartanp. No, sir; I do not believe so, Mr. Chairman. | 
think their statement is in harmony with the statement which th 
Bureau made this morning with respect to both the physical and th 
economic phases of the project. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. This morning there was a reference made by onecf 
the witnesses that there was some opposition in the area to this’ 
project. 

How general is that opposition ? 

Mr. Fueare. Very localized, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I cannot hear you. 

Mr. Fucare. Very localized. I would say it is confined almot 
entirely to the immediate area of the basin and the reservoir. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Will the people of that area have any way by’ 
which they can officially express their position relative to this cot- 
templated project ? 

Mr. Fueate. They have not done so to the city of Wichita in the 
last year and 2 months that I have been an official of the city. We 
have had no communication from the North Ninnescah area or from 
any water users association or whatever association was mentioned | 


by the letter which Congressman Breeding read into the record. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. These — of the reservoir area and in that 
vicinity, do they have a public organization ¢ 

Mr. Fuearte. I understand they do, but they have not at any time 
ceommunicated with the city of Wichita in the last year and 2 months. 

Mr. Asprnati. What provisions of the statutes of Kansas provide 
for them to legally organize? rn 

Mr. Fueate. There is no statutory provision for such an organiza- 
tion; neither are they prohibited, of course, from forming such an 
organization. It would be a purely voluntary organization. 

Mr. Asprnaci. If there is opposition in that area, how would they 
bring it to the city or to the counties? , 

Mr. Fueate. Well, I would assume through the medium of advice 
of their Congressman and through the fact that their Congressman, 
accompanied by one of the county commissioners of the area, made 
a survey trip through the area and found, as he stated, a decreasing 
amount of opposition to the project. 

Mr. Asprnatit. Do you know whether or not there was a notice 

ublicized in that area concerning the call for this particular hearing 
here in Washington ? 

Mr. Fueatr. No; I do not. It was in our local papers, both of 
which I think have substantial coverage in the area. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. McFarland, did we receive acknowledgment of 
any such notice ? 

Mr. McFartanp. The chairman received a letter from the same gen- 
tleman who was mentioned by Congressman Breeding this morning, 
which so far as I know is the only letter of objection that has been for- 
mally sent to the committee. 

Mr. Asprnatyu. Well, I think that is all, gentlemen. I think you 
have made a very good presentation and your statement is very 
inclusive. 

Mr. McFartanp. I would like to ask one or two questions at this 
time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatt. You may proceed. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Gentine: the chairman questioned you on the 
proposition with respect to some local contributions, and the question 
of a user charge has been mentioned. What would your position be on 
a user charge for the use of the reservoir facilities to help pay the cost 
of either recreation or fish and wildlife? 

Mr. Howse. Mr. Aspinall, if I may answer that at some length, I 
should like to say that initially as we discussed this matter with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, it became clear to the city of Wichita that one 
of two things was going to have to happen: Either that there would 
have to be a substantial contribution from the Federal Government 
for a certain amount of reimbursable purposes, or that the city of 
Wichita would have to pick up the check for some portion of the dif- 
ference between those services and the municipal water supply. We 
found ourselves on the horns of the same dilemma that I think this 
committee finds itself today—that the general practice in Federal res- 
érvoirs precludes a user charge or user service fees. 

We would be quite willing, as a city, to assume a sbstantial portion 
of these nonreimbursable costs and I think we could collect from the 
users enough money to offset them. It is not consistent with Federal 
practice at other reservoirs, however. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Well, it may be or may not be as far as that is gop. | 


cerned. We do have places where the Government spends money jy 


recreational areas to develop them and charge for the use of them, | 


Several national parks have that policy. I do not think of any regla, 


mation reservoir at the present time that has that policy, but I gp | 


sure as we are going to proceed along this line, that apparently—ther, | 


being formulas to arrive at these large allocations for fish and wij. 
life—we more than likely are going to be asked to make charges fo 
these facilities. 

Mr. Howskr. I assume that policy, of course, would have to be estab. 
lished by the Congress and will have to be applicable to all reservoir, 

Mr. Asprnatu. No; I do not think it would have to be applicable ty 
all reservoirs. We have a habit, you know, in Congress, of making 
exceptions on every matter which comes before us. 

Mr. Howsr. Well, Mr. Aspinall, I saw you when the Upper Colo. 


rado River project. interest rate was debated on the floor of the Houg | 


the other day and I would have to agree with youon that. But, in any 


event, we cannot determine a user charge on the reservoir, as I am sup | 


you will agree. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. AspinaLty. Congressman Rees, do you have any more witnesses 
from home whom you want to appear ? 

Mr. Rees. I think all of them have testified who are here from home. 
We appreciate the chairman’s willingness to listen to us. 

Of course, to us this matter is a quite important one. We have with 
us two former mayors and the present mayor of Wichita, all in sup. 
port of the legislation, and I do not think you can find many measures 
which have the unanimity that this measure has so far as their om 
community is concerned. 

The measure has been pending for quite a while. It was introduced 
at, the first session of the present Congress. So, it has been before the 
committee for some length of time and it means a lot to us because, 
after all, our city of Wichita has grown some 110,000 in the last 10 
years and is still growing. So, it is pertinent to us. If this project 
were authorized right now it would take almost 5 years to complete, 
So, anything that may be done to move this matter along, we shall 
appreciate very much. 

Mr. Asprnau. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Aspinatu. We shall now hear from Mr. James T. McBroom, 
Chief, Branch of River Basin Studies, Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. McBROOM, CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER 
BASIN STUDIES, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFi, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM 1. 
WHITE, ASSISTANT CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER BASIN STUDIES, 
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, FISH AND WILD 
LIFE SERVICE 


Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chairman, I am accompanied by Mr. William 


M. White, the Assistant Chief of our Branch here today. 
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If it would please the committee, Mr. Chairman, I would like to go 
through a very short prepared statement which is devoted entirely to 
the methodology of deriving the annual benefits to fish and wildlife, 
and then I would like to have permission to read a short group of 
satements which we have prepared in order to explain some of the 
questions that have been bothering members of this committee. 

It is our earnest desire to clear up, as far as we can, these matters 
that have bothered the committee on this point. 

Mr. AsPINALL. You may proceed. 

Mr. McBroom. The Fish and Wildlife Service, in accordance with 
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, has studied the effects of this 
project and prepared a report which has been submitted to the Bu- 
reat of Reclamation. ‘The following is a summary of that report: 

With reference to the fish and wildlife features of the project— 

(1) A minimum pool of 10,000 acre-feet would be maintained for 
fish and wildlife purposes during periods of extreme drawdown of the 
reservoir, estimated by reclamation to have an incremental cost of 
$240,000. 

(2) Reservoir lands above the 5-year flood frequency level totaling 
9.500 acres would be purchased in fee simple for use for waterfowl] 
management at a cost of $300,000. These are the specific costs for fish 
and wildlife in the reclamation plan. 

Proceeding now to the manner of computation of fish and wildlife 
benefits—for fish, without the project, fisherman-use is estimated at 
22,500 man-days annually with accompanying fisherman-expenditures 
of $45,000 annually based on average expenditures per day of $2. 

With the project, fisherman-use is estimated at 161,500 man-days 
annually with accompanying fisherman-expenditures of $323,000 an- 
nually based on average expenditure of $2 per day. 

The net benefit, subtracting the without-project figures from the 
with-project figures, results in a projection of 139,000 fisherman-days 
annually and accompanying fisherman-expenditures of $278,000 
annually. 

With reference to wildlife, without the project, upland-game hunter- 
use estimated at 370 man-days annually with hunter-expenditures of 
$2,400 annually based on average hunter-expenditure of about $6.50 
per day. Waterfowl hunter-use is estimated at 1,250 man-days an- 
nually. Waterfowl habitat value is considered insignificant. 

With the project, including the wildlife management plan and the 
acquisition of the land, upland-game hunter-use is estimated at 1,100 
man-days annually with accompanying hunter-expenditures of $7,150 
annually based on average expenditure of about $6.50 per day. Water- 
fowl hunter-use is estimated at 6,250 man-days annually. Waterfowl 
habitat value of $7,070 annually is assigned on basis of hunter-ex- 
penditure of $8.16 per duck shot and $16.32 per goose shot prorated 
over total days flyway used by waterfowl of waterfowl population ex- 
pected to be harvested. Unit values used were $0.0045 per duck-day 
use of the reservoir and the reservoir area, and $0.0089 per goose-day 
of habitat use. 

Net. benefit with project including waterfowl management area, 
upland-game hunter-use of 730 man-days annually and hunter-ex- 
penditures of $4,750 annually. Waterfowl] hunter-use of 6,250 man- 
days annually and waterfowl habitat value, computed by the duck 
and goose days is $7,070. 
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The net annual fish and wildlife benefit of $289,820 with project, jp. 
cluding the wildlife management area, is recapitulated as follows 
The same figures, Mr. Chairman, are presented on the table which | 
summarized before. 

Mr. Asrrnati. Without objection, the figures in the table wil] 
made a part of the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 
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Mr. McBroom. If I may, now, I would like to proceed to these gen. 
eral statements which we have prepared in an attempt to clear up some 
of the questions which this committee has had about the computation 
of benefits and allocation of costs to fish and wildlife. These can log. 
ically be broken down into two categories, benefits and cost allocations, 

[ would like to address myself first to the statements that pertain to 
benefits allocated, first. 

BENEFITS 


1. Uniform procedures for the evaluation of benefits are utilized on 
all projects. All benefit evaluations of every kind are based on judg. 
ment, whether the benefits are those ascribed to irrigation, flood con- 
trol, hydroelectric power, or fish and wildlife. This point is empha- 
sized in the letter from the Secretary of Interior to the chairman of 
the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of November 10, 
1959. 

2. There is no general rule which applies to all projects in the evalu- 
ation of fish and wildlife benefits: every project is different from this 
standpoint—even unique. 

3. On some projects, there are no fish and wildlife benefits at all be 
cause project works may destroy more fish and wildlife values than 
they create. 

4. In other project areas, there may be an abundance of opportuni 
ties for fishing and hunting provided by nature. These would be in 
competition with those provided by the project. Since the evaluation 
of benefits is based on a measure of the expected increase in humat 
use for fishing and hunting for which opportunities are created bya 
project, such projects would, of course, have less evaluated benefits 
than several of those in the Great Plains, where relatively few oppor- 
tunities exist in nature for fishing activity in the project area. 

5. From these points, it will be clear that there is no genertl, | 
straight-line relationship between size and cost of a project and its fish | 
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and wildlife benefits. A large and expensive project may have no fish 
and wildlife benefits; a project moderate in size and cost may have 
substantial fish and wildlife benefits. 

Now, I would like to discuss in the same manner the subject of cost 
allocations to fish and wildlife. 


COST ALLOCATIONS 


1. Allocations of cost are accomplished solely by the project. con- 
sruction and planning agency. The Fish and Wildlife Service has 
nothing whatsoever directly to do with the cost allocation. 

9, Under the separable costs-remaining benefits method, the cost. al- 
location to fish and wildlife depends largely on the relationship of the 
evaluated fish and wildlife benefits to the total values of all benefits 
from all purposes. aie 

8. Cofisequently, the benefits to fish and wildlife bear no straight- 
line relationship to the cost allocation to that purpose. That is, what 
seems to be a large figure for fish and wildlife benefits may result in 
what seems to be a small fish and wildlife allocation, and vice versa. 
As stated, this depends very largely on a relationship of the fish and 
wildlife benefits to the total of all benefits from all purposes. 

4, The investigations by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
evaluation of project fish and wildlife benefits are normally made in 
advance of knowledge by Fish and Wildlife Service personnel of 
project costs or cost allocations. Consequently, there can be no possi- 
bility of adjustment of fish and wildlife benefits to fit any particular 
cost allocation requirement. 

5. It has been recommended that only separable or added costs— 
not joint costs—be allocated to fish and wildlife. This means only 
the incremental cost of adding facilities specifically for fish and wild- 
life would be allocated to that purpose; not any part or share of cost 
of facilities like dams and reservoirs which serve fish and wildlife 
conservation as well as other purposes. However, section 2(f) of 
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act expressly authorizes the 
allocation of joint costs to fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. 

If you would wish it in the record, I can furnish a copy of see- 
tion 2(f) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, with the perti- 
nent parts emphasized, and also a letter from the Secretary to you 
of November 10, 1959, to which I referred. 

Mr. Asprnaty. You do not need to furnish either one of those. 
We can get it from our records, and unless there is objection, they 
will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The matters referred to follow :) 


FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT 
(48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) 


Sec. 2. (f) In addition to other requirements, there shall be included in any 
report submitted to Congress supporting a recommendation for authorization 
of any new project for the control or use of water as described herein (including 
any new division of such project or new supplemental works on such project) 
an estimation of the wildlife benefits or losses to be derived therefrom including 
benefits to be derived from measures recommended specifically for the develop- 
ment and improvement of wildlife resources, the cost of providing wildlife 
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benefits (including the cost of additional facilities to be installed or lands to be 
acquired specifically for that particular phase of wildlife conservation Telati 

to the development and improvement of wildlife), the part of the cost of joing. 
use facilities allocated to wildlife, and the part of such costs, if any, to be 
reimbursed by non-Federal interests. [Emphasis added.] 





U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1959 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. ASPINALL: We regret that our letter of September 2 appears not ty 
have given the desired information regarding the user-expenditure approach to 
the estimation of benefits from fish and wildlife. 

My predecessors as Secretary since 1945 and I have approved the method ngy 
by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in evaluating fish and wildlif)| 
benefits by our approval and adoption of departmental reports containing eat. | 
mates based on that method. In evaluating the many technical procedans| 
used within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the various wate! 
resources projects, we utilize the opinion of experts trained and experienc! 
in the specialized fields involved. In the measurement of benefits for 4) 
functions of water resource projects, reliance must be placed on determinations 
by these experts and specialists in the fields of irrigation, flood control, hydr. 
electric power, navigation, fish and wildlife, and all other purposes served py 
water resource projects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent the exercis 
of judgment. Cost allocations are then, of course, computed on the basis of the 
evaluated benefits. 

We are constantly trying to improve our techniques of benefit evaluation fo 
all purposes so that we may provide the Congress with the best possible dat, 
on this important aspect of water resources development. This is true of benefit 
evaluations for irrigation and hydroelectric power as well as for fish and wildlife 


‘conservation. At the present time, for example, we are seeking to develop 


better techniques for evaluating fish and wildlife benefits, in cooperation with 
other Federal members of the Interagency Committee on Water Resource 
However, we believe that the user-expenditure approach provides as valid; 
basis as any for estimates at the present time, and we plan to continue usiy 
it until an improved procedure is developed. It is true, however, that the Burea! 
of the Budget has recently questioned the acceptability of this method ¢ 


evaluating fish and wildlife benefits but has not suggested an alternative. 


We consider the values attributed to sport fishing and hunting to represent 
an approximation of the net value of these sports to the participants and, a 
such, to be comparable to the net values assigned to other project functions.. W 
believe that the primary value of sport fishing and hunting consists of th 
satisfactions received by the individual participants in these sports and, to: 
great extent, is intangible in nature. Since fishing and hunting privileges an 
products generally are not sold, the usual market prices are not available fe 
determining this value. Therefore, any value assigned to fishing or huntiy 
must of necessity be an extramarket estimate. 

Under the user-expenditure approach, we employ expenditures by fisherma 
and hunters for goods and services used in connection with these sports a1 
basis for assigning a monetary value to the satisfactions received by the par 
ticipants. In effect, we are assuming that the public benefits from fishim 
and hunting represent an amount equal to the expenditures of the sportsma 
participants. 

In connection with the midstate reclamation project, annual sport-fishing 
benefits of $309,600 and wildlife benefits of $70,900 were assigned on the basi 
of the user-expenditure approach. The fishery benefits were based on a wer 
expenditure figure of $2.28 per day which is quite conservative when compare 
to an average expenditure by fishermen throughout the Nation of $4.21 per diy 
in 1955. Moreover, the $2.28 figure falls clearly within the fees actually belt 
charged for fishing privileges by private operators on private waters. The 
wildlife benefits were computed on the basis of an equally conservative “| 
value. 
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The relatively high fishery benefits assigned to the midstate project were 
not due to a high user-expenditure value but rather to the excessively heavy 
fsherman use of the project reservoirs expected in this area where alternative 
fshing opportunities are scarce. Lake Texhoma in Texas and Oklahoma repre- 
sents a@ situation of this type where the Corps of Engineers estimates total 
recreational use at over 7 million man-days annually. A sport-fishing catch at 
Texhoma of 3 million pounds a year suggests that fishing represents a substantial 
portion of this recreational use. The midstate project reservoirs would help 
meet a comparable demand in eastern Nebraska where there presently are few 
good fishing waters. Consequently, the annual 136,000 fisherman-day use 
assigned to the midstate reservoirs would appear to represent a reasonable 
expectation. . ee . 

The benefits to fish and wildlife on the midstate project were, of course, 
utilized, together with all other benefits from the project, in arriving at the 
cost allocations. It is not possible for the benefits to fish and wildlife to be 
utilized by themselves in order to compute a cost allocation to that purpose. The 
essence of the cost-allocation procedure is to consider together all of the annual 
penefits to all purposes and to relate them appropriately to total capital project 
costs in order to derive cost allocations to each purpose. Consequently, it will 


| be clear that there is nothing unique about the computation of the cost alloea- 


tion to fish and wildlife on the midstate project; it was made by precisely the 
same method as the allocations to irrigation and flood control. 

1 trust that this will clarify the position of the Department on this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. SEATON, Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. CuenowetTu. Mr. McBroom, I am not sure that I quite un- 
derstand all that you have told us concerning the formula, or lack of a 
formula, which you used in figuring these fish and wildlife benefits. 

I get the impression that you do not have any set standards to go 
by; isthat true? 

“Mr. McBroom. I think that is true, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cupnowetnu. In other words, you work on each individual 
project and treat that project as though it is the only project you are 
considering? You are not bound by any precedent or tradition or 
evaluations made on other projects; is that right? 

Mr. McBroom. In large part, that is right. We do, of course, have 
wiformity in our approach, which is to determine, as we have in the 
case of the Cheney division, the fish and wildlife effort by people in 
the project area now and what it is likely to be as a result of the 
project’s construction, and in that respect no two projects can be 
exactly alike. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I am strongly in favor of this Cheney project 
but I, frankly, am a little disturbed over this fish and wildlife allo- 
cation. I was similarly disturbed about the allocation in the mid- 
State project in Nebraska, and both of them appear to be out of line 
with previous fish and wildlife allocations in other projects. So, Iam 
curious to have you explain to the committee just what criteria you are 
using. 

Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chenoweth, the allocations to fish and wildlife 
on this and the Mid-State and all other reclamation projects are made 
solely by the Bureau of Reclamation. We have nothing to do with 
the allocation of costs to fish and wildlife. We do, however, furnish 
the Bureau of Reclamation with an estimate of the annual benefits. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. I got the impression this morning from Mr. 
Aandah] that they take your figures. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; they take our figures for the annual bene- 


| fits, and they handle the entire process from that point forward. 
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They come to the fish and wildlife allocation by their own metho 
of the separable costs-remaining benefits system. They do that ing | 
pendent of us. It is entirely based, as I said here, on the relationshj 
of the fish and wildlife benefits to flood control benefits and to jy, 
gation benefits and to all the others. 

Mr, Cuenowetu. Has there been some new element projected inj) 
this fish and wildlife picture in the last 2 or 3 years which has changgj 
your outlook and whole conception of fish and wildlife benefits? [oq 
that impression from the figures that you are putting in these regan | 
projects, as compared to what we find in some of our larger Projects | 

As the chairman of the committee mentioned this morning, they | 
seem to be a little out of line, and it is hard to reconcile those heures 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir; there has been no change. These projec 
just happen to be in a different area and there happens to be quite 
a number of them from that area before this committee at the sam 
time. 

If I may say so, there are different kinds of projects from this 
standpoint and several have been before this committee at this sesgiqn 
and some will still be. But, in the Great Plains of the United State: 
where this committee is now considering a number of projects, this 
high allocation has resulted. As I have explained, this is strictly, 
measure of expected human use converted into benefits. That is what 
we do and that is all we do. We do not allocate any of the costs ty 
fish and wildlife ourselves. 

Mr. Curnowernu. The State of Colorado, for instance, is recognized, 
pretty generally as a rather popular place for fishing and hunting 
We have hunters coming from all parts of the country every year, a 
well as many fishermen. Why is it that you figure greater benefits in 
these projects in Nebraska, Kansas, and Oklahoma than you do in 
Colorado / 

Mr. McBroom. Because the State of Colorado is blessed with exeel- 
lent fish and wildlife resources in nature and excellent water in nature; 
the construction of a project in Colorado, generally speaking, does not 
add to fish and wildlife values that the construction of a project on the 
Great Plains would add. Our measure of a benefit to the project is 
how much the project. would contribute to fish and wildlife. There ar 
projects in Colorado where, as we see it, construction of a dam would 
harm rather than help fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. In other words, the good Lord has given us ou 
fishing and hunting areas in Colorado and we have to construct them 
in these other States. Is that your impression ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; the good Lord has been very good to you 
people in Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. For which we are very grateful. 

Mr. McBroom. The fishing and hunting opportunities that. you 
have there in nature are greater than many places. 

Mr. Cuenowernu. These figures which you submitted today, and 
your method of figuring these benefits, are rather conjectural; ar 
they not? There is nothing specific. You just reach out in the ar 
and pull down any figure you wish, 

Mr. McBroom. You might say that, although I want to assure yo 
that we attempt to use the soundest judgment possible, and I would 
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urposes, including irrigation, flood control, and hydroelectric power, 
also represent the exercise of judgment by people working in those 
felds. That is mentioned in so many words in the Secretary's letter of 
November 10 addressed to the chairman of this committee. 

~ Mr. Cuenowern. I wish you would furnish that information. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I want the record to show that 1 understood the con- 
tents of the letter and the difference drawn bet ween reimbursable and 
nonreimbursable allocations. When you speak of conjecture, you have 
to draw that difference. When a thing is paid for, it may bea matter 
of judgment as to how fully it will be paid for or how long. This 
is a direct return to the Federal Government. These are all indirect. 
It is a matter of conjecture. It is different than it is in power and 
irrigation and municipal water. 

Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I believe the Bureau of 
Reclamation, for example, computes its benefit estimates without con- 
sidering the question of re1mbursement. ut 

Mr. Asprnatu. Of course, I understand that. I understand the dif- 
ference between the benefit-cost ratio and the return to Uncle Sam. 
When you get into this nonreimbursable benefit and you get to the 
benefit-cost ratio formula that you use, you get into something which 
you cannot show to the ordinary individual who is not interested in 
these programs. If you say Uncle Sam will use his money to con- 
struct this project and that the users will pay it back, that is easy. 
They can understand that without any question. They can also un- 
derstand when there is default. That is one of the problems we have 
at the present time. So many of our projects have defaulted. They 
can also understand the program when Uncle Sam gives a grant. 
Nobody expects to have any return from that. 

But when you mix these areas of operation in a multiple-purpose 
project and you allocate separate costs and benefits, then people do not 
understand. Even members of this committee do not understand how 
you arrive at those figures and how you can make an intangible value 
pay out for a project, which is exactly what it amounts to. 

-ardon the interruption. 

Mr. Cuenowern. | appreciate that contribution. The Chair has 
made an absolutely factual statement. I want to be helpful. I am 
very much interested in this matter. I have a project of my own com- 
ing before this committee shortly which the chairman of the committee 
is also sponsoring. Colorado is very much interested in the method 
of figuring these benefits, and it disturbs me, frankly, to see these allo- 
cations which appear to be out of line with what we have used in 
projects of this kind. 

Mr. McBroom. May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the flood-control 
allocation here is also nonreimbursable. The flood-control allocation 
was developed in exactly the same way as the fish and wildlife allo- 
cation. That is, presumably the Corps of Engineers made some 
kind of judgment determination on the value of the property which 
otherwise would be destroyed if this project were not to go in. The 
allocation based on these benefits, of course, would be nonreimbursa- 
ble, as is most of the huge program of the Corps of Engineers across 
this country. Certainly every project which is brought forward by 
the Corps of Engineers for flood control is brought forward clothed 
in a favorable benefit-cost ratio. 
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Mr. Asrrnati. Do you figure out the benefit for fish and wildlif | 


for the Corps of Engineers { 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; we do. 

Mr. Aspinati. Do you go before the Committee on Public Wor 
and explain to them fully, as you apparently are having to do in this 
Congress before this committee, how you arrive at your conclusions! 

Mr. McBroom. We have not been invited by the Committee 
Public Works todoso. We stand ready to do that. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is the difference. The traditional idea of, 
flood control program is that these are nonreimbursable. They hay 
been figured out and you are not questioned. But if you come befon 
Congress one of these days with a large part of the project allocated tp 
fish and wildlife on one of these Army engineer projects, somebody yi] 
begin questioning you. I realize it is on an omnibus basis and come 
much closer to being a national undertaking, and if Congressman 4 


has his project in and Congressman B has his project in, they do no | 


ask very many questions about it. We, in this program, are not in that 
favored position. You have never been questioned by them as to the 
methods used and neither, I suppose, have the Army Engineers bee 
questioned as to the allocations made. 

Mr. McBroom. I think it fair to say, Mr. Chairman, that few, i 
any, witnesses from the Department of the Interior have been called 
to the Public Works Committee to testify on the pending omnibys 
bill. 

Mr. Asprnatu. But would you not be called if you were responsible 
for determining the benefits for fish and wildlife ? 

Mr. McBroom. We would be delighted to be called, and we would 
stand ready, as I said, to go there and tell our story. We have no 
been. I want to assure this committee that we deal with the Corps of 
Engineers in exactly the same way we do with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in this matter. 

Perhaps an excerpt from the project document authorizing the 
Heyburn Reservoir in Oklahoma might be pertinent. This is from 
House Document No. 290 of the 80th Congress, entitled, “Polecat 
Creek, Okla.” Here is a paragraph from the report of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors: 


The Board concurs generally in the views and recommendations of the report- 
ing officers. It notes that the anticipated benefits directly associated with flood 
control aggregate $68,520 which, when compared to the annual cost of $83,320, 
indicates a cost-benefit ratio of 1 to 0.82. The Board also * * *. 


Mr. Asprnatu. It is the other way about, is it not? The benefit-cost 
ratio is 0.82 to 1? 

Mr. McBroom. They have it reversed in this particular report for 
some reason. They call it a cost-benefit ratio. It is 1 to 0.82. 


The Board also noted that the recreational, fish, and wildlife benefits of 
$24,700 anticipated from the improvements have been evaluated in part from 
data obtained from official agencies which are considered authoritative. The 
Board is, therefore, of the opinion that such benefits are real and that their 
monetary value deserves its proportionate share in the total monetary benefits 
anticipated. On this basis the total anticipated benefits become $93,220, which 
indicates a cost-benefit ratio of 1 to 1.12. The Board, therefore, concludes that 
construction of the improvements is justified. 


That is the end of the quote. 
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ildlif | The rest of the story is that Heyburn Reservoir on Polecat Creek 
in Oklahoma was subsequently authorized by the Congress, built, 
- and is now in operation, at a cost of scores of millions of dollars, it 
V orks | isa pretty good-sized project. 
Nthis| ~ Jy this case the fish and wildlife benefits were used by the Corps 
sions! | of Engineers to be added to the flood control benefits to put the 
#8 M| project over the top on a benefit-cost analysis. It was so recommended 
to Congress. 
L Of 3 Mr. Asprnat. There is in the proximity of Wichita a reservoir of 
T have} about the same possibilities, if I remember correctly, at Kanopolis. 
defon | Do you know a the fishermen-use days are and the wildlife-use 
tedto | days are in Kanopolis ? 


y wil Mr. McBroom. No, sir, I do not, but I certainly would be glad to 
come | fyrnish that for the record if we have it in our field office. 
lan A Mr. Asprnaci. I think it would be well if you would, because it is 


lo not in that proximity and I understand it is sweet water, too. It is not 
n that | salt water. There is one not so very far from Wichita, I think, the 
Fall River Reservoir. I do not know whether they have year-round 
s been | water or not. I think in order for us to be able to show that these 
_ figures which you have given us in relation to the proposed Cheney 
eW, if Reservoir are not out of line, we might compare it with other areas. 
called Mr. McBroom. Yes,sir. Weshall certainly be glad to get those. 
nibus (The information requested follows :) 


Ss 
= 


According to estimates by the Corps of Engineers, Kanopolis Reservoir re- 
nsible ceived a total visitation of 545,000 man-days in 1959 with a catch of 10,000 pounds 
of sport fish. Fall River Reservoir received a total visitation of 342,000 man- 

would days with a catch of 20,000 pounds of sport fish in 1959. While not all of the 
visitation at these two reservoirs was for fishing alone, it is safe to assume that 


eos a substantial portion of the use was for this purpose. 
"ps of The Fish and Wildlife Service has made no studies of its own on these areas 
lama- to determine present fisherman.or hunter use. 
Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. McFarland. 
g the The Chair has to leave in about 7 minutes. 
from Mr. McFartanp. Mr. McBroom, do you consider this allocation 


olecat | is based upon the 1958 Coordination Act and that act is the authority 
rdof | for it? ; 
Mr. McBroom. No, I do not, because there were allocations of costs 
report made under the 1946 Coordination Act, and the 1958 amendments 
1 fool | merely rewrote some of its sections. 
83,32), Mr. McFartanp. Has the Secretary of the Interior made any find- 
ings which are required under the 1958 act as to what portion of the 
t-cost | fish and wildlife allocation should be reimbursable and what portion 
should be nonreimbursable ? 
rt for Mr. McBroom. No, he has not. The 1958 act contemplates reim- 
bursability and findings thereof with respect to non-Federal fish and 
fits o¢ | gameagencies. In this case that would be the Kansas Forestry, Fish, 
- from and Games Commission department. I might observe, the Kansas 
| Ps. Commission cooperated in the preparation of our report and concurred 
nefits | Mit. It is considered likely that they would be responsible for the 
whic | expenses of fishery management on this reservoir and for the operation 
s tht and maintenance costs of the waterfowl area. I do not have an esti- 
mate of how much that would cost in a year, but it would be a sub- 
stantial sum. ; 
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_ The Commission, like other fish and game agencies, is dependent fy 
its revenues on the sale of licenses plus a certain amount they get fro 
programs under Dingell-.Johnson and Pittman-Robertson Acts in Fed. 
eral aid for fish and wildlife restoration. With these funds jt j 
necessary for them to enforce the State fish and game laws, to byjjj 
and manage the State fish hatcheries, and to do the same for the State 
wildlife management areas. 

They have little funds for such as this project. 

Mr. McFaruanp. The reason I ask the question, Mr. Chairman, j 
that it seems to me if Interior is to continue to support the allow. 


tions based on the 1958 act, then it is time the Secretary submitted | they had 


to this committee the findings under that act as to what portions g 
these allocations should be reimbursable. 

If I may ask one more quick question. 

Of course, the validity of your benefits goes back really to thi 


| 


| 


area shar 


tion and 


full—thr 
Army res 
a quarter 


' aceruing 


question of the user expenditure method of determination. I recog. | 
nize the Secretary says that the Department has selected that metho ! 
and will stick with it until some better method is found. At the time | 


the Department determined it would use the user expenditures, did yoy 
consider trying to arrive at some value from the standpoint of wha 
private lakes were charging for these services, or anything along thi 
line ? 

Mr. McBroom. You mean at the time that was first used? 

Mr. McFarianp. Yes. Did you consider making a survey as to the 
charges for these services at similar installations ? 

Mr. Wuite. No, we did not, Mr. McFarland. This was back in 1946, 
shortly after the Coordination Act of 1946 was passed. At that tim 
there were very few of these fee fishing and fee hunting areas. Ther 
are a number of them now throughout the country. We did make, 
survey last summer in a mailed questionnaire survey. We find that 
the values assigned to this Cheney project based on sportsmen’ 
expenditures fall well within the range of the fees actually being 
charged now on private areas. 

Mr. McFaruanp. It would seem to me that benefits based upon value 


of services would be a much sounder approach. I just happened to | 


run across a passage the other day from a book by Mr. Eckstein in 
which he raises this very question. He is discussing your method of 
determining these benefits. He states: 

“Such purposes as recreation, fish and wildlife, must therefore be judged a 
other criteria” 


and that is after he discusses the way you do it— 


for the use of the benefit-cost analysis for them not only is invalid but casts | 


general doubt and suspicion on procedures which can effectively serve a high 
purpose where they are appropriate. 

What I am saying is that I think, Mr. Chairman, it is this user er 
penditure method which is really the crux of this matter and I question 
whether it is a valid method of determining the fish and wildlift 
benefits. 

(Off the record. ) 

Mr. McBroom. I have before me a picture from this unnamed mag 
zine of large national circulation, showing a street in the city d 
Wichita, Kans., parked full of boats and trailers. From time to time 


I have noted before this committee that the people in the Great Plauts | 


surround 
the area 
in large | 
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ent fr rea share the general American desire to get more water-based recrea- 
t fron | yon and the fishing and hunting that it provides. This shows a block 
1 Fed. | syjl—three lanes—of boats and trailers, and they are heading for an 
S it j {rmy reservoir 300 miles away. I would judge that there is at least 
> build | a quarter of a million dollar investment, possibly, shown in this picture 
e State accruing a great deal of business to the community of Wichita and the 

grrounding area. I believe there is very great demand by people in 
the area for outdoor recreation based on water and, in turn, based 

Nan, is | jn large part on fishing and hunting. 

allow.) Yr, AsprnaLy. I think I could substantiate the statement, too. If 

Mittel | ghey had Cheney Reservoir they would still be going 300 miles. Peo- 

ONS of ple are funny in that respect. They seem to like to travel. 

Mr. CuenoweEru. I wanted to ask you about this 10,000-acre-foot 
001 which you say shall be inviolate. 

tO this) “ Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

recog.| Mr, CHeNowerH. You say you have agreed that this 10,000-acre- 

nethod | foot pool can never be touched. In other words, if the people of 

time | Wichita are desperate for water, you are going to keep 10,000 acre-feet 
idyou | of water in this dam to keep these fish when the people are crying for 

F what) water in Wichita. Is that what you are telling this committee ? 

g tht! Mr. McBroom. May I say the Bureau of Reclamation and the city 
of Wichita, who operate that reservoir, would have that decision to 
make. 

tothe| Mr, Asprnati. You have to be very careful when the Congressman 
from southeastern Colorado has you on the spot. 

114, Mr. Cuenowern. You might make such an agreement, but you 

t time} would have considerable difficulty in keeping the same if you had 

There irrigators below the reservoir with decreed water rights who were also 

haket | demanding delivery of this water. 

d that Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chenoweth, I prefer not to be involved in that 

mens} decision; and our agency will not be, I have no doubt. 

being} Mr. Asprnaty. Is that'all, Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Thank you very much. Undoubtedly you will be back again. 
value) That closes the hearing. 


ned to} (Whereupon, at 4 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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